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Great progress has been made in the
past year in the development of an arti-
ficial heart and the related appliances
which hold the promise for normal life
expectancy for additional thousands of
people each year. I am deeply proud of
the stimulus given this program by in-
creased funds recommended by our sub-
committee in the past 2 years.

In another and equally important field,
the Congress has accepted the recom-
mendation of our committee stepping up
the pace of the Nation's effort to im-
prove and make more widely available
machines to extend the lives of people
whose kidney function has been im-
paired or lost. Funds made available
for this program will hasten the day
when enough machines will be available
so that all who suffer from kidney failure
may benefit from this treatment, in-
stead of some being kept alive and oth-
ers being denied the right to live simply
because enough artificial kidneys are not
available, as is the situation now. Our
committee has been in the forefront in
kidney research for years and we are
pleased with the results so far.

There is no doubt of our progress to-
ward the control of killing diseases and
premature death. It is not unreasonable
for us to be concerned about improving
the quality of life in the added years
promised by our success against the ma-
jor killing and crippling diseases. I am
therefore especially pleased that this
Congress passed into law a bill which I
introduced—the Older Americans Act.
This legislation provides the first real
framework—including establishment of
the Office of Aging Administration in the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare.

Remarkable as these accomplishments
and new programs are, they do not mark
an end to our dealings with social and
health problems. Rather, they have
opened new doors, have blazed new paths,
which will challenge future Congresses
to major expansion and improvement.

Such further development is already
foreshadowed in bills that have been in-
troduced late in the 89th Congress and
which—if they do not pass this session—
will emerge as major bills in sessions to
come.
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One of these is my bill to assist the
establishment and operation of regional
and community adult health protection
centers. These centers would specialize
in the early diagnosis of the chronic dis-
eases of older Americans. In the area
of chronic disease it has become axio-
matic that early detection assures the
best chance of curing or arresting the
disease.

This bill would enable the proven
swiftness and accuracy of computerized
diagnosis to be brought to regional cen-
ters across the country. Use of auto-
matie, semiautomatic techniques of di-
agnosis by a qualified medical specialist
or technician aids significantly in obtain-
ing an accurate and comprehensive
diagnosis, at the same time dealing, to a
considerable extent, with the problem of
scarcity of professional health personnel.

At the health protection centers, tests
would be made to check for the early
stages of heart disease, cancer, deafness,
arthritis, rheumatism, kidney disease,
glaucoma, and other chronic disorders.
These services would be made available
to any person over age 50 who resides in
a geographic area served by one of the
centers.

The adult health protection centers are
not intended to replace full examinations
but to place in the hands of the examin-
ing physician a summary of basic health
data. Any person found with indica-
tions of disease would be urged to seek
the advice of a physician of his choice.

Training in the operation of the tech-
nical disease detection procedures and
research into new methods of diagnosis
is also among the provisions of this bill.

Another bill which I have introduced
would increase benefits under the social
security system and make other needed
improvements in the system.

Even at the upper levels the present
system of benefits is barely sufficient to
provide subsistence in most parts of the
country. Because of age, disability, or
being a widow or an orphan, more than
1 out of every 10 Americans depends
on social security for their economic
well-being.

Among the important provisions of the
bill are an average of a 50-percent in-
crease in cash benefits; setting the earn-
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ings base at a higher and more realistic
level so that workers at average and
above-average earning levels will receive
social security benefits in retirement that
compare reasonably with their accus-
tomed levels of living; keeping benefits
up to date with economic conditions
once people start getting their benefits;
automatic adjustments of the contribu-
tions and benefit base to increases in
earning levels; health insurance protec-
tion to persons at any age who receive
disability benefits; other improvements
in the provision for determining realistic
benefits for elderly and disabled persons.

A third bill I have introduced would
extend and improve the Federal-State
program of child welfare services under
the Social Security Act. Under the pro-
visions of this bill the Federal Govern-
ment would be able to provide an ex-
panded program to assist State public
welfare agencies in meeting the costs
of child welfare services—including the
crushing costs of foster care—and to
provide special project grants for devel-
oping new and necessary child welfare
resources.

Finally, I have introduced two other
bills aimed at meeting our great needs
in the field of health education. One
would amend the National Defense Edu-
cation Act to strengthen instruction in
health education and to provide for
training institutes for personnel engaged
in health education. The other would
amend the Public Health Service Act to
make school health educators eligible for
traineeships under its provisions.

These as well as other measures yet to
be introduced by me and other of my
colleagues both in the House and the
Senate will spur succeeding Congresses
togt%arry on in the great tradition of the
8 !

Mr. Speaker, whether or not these Con-
gresses will equal or surpass the num-
ber of important accomplishments of the
last 2 years is immaterial. What is im-
portant is whether our successors, who
will in many instances be ourselves, will
be able to match the noble vision of the
89th Congress and its unshakable deter-
mination to make America a safer,
ﬁappier, and healthier place in which to

ve.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 21, 1966

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

O give thanks unto the Lord, for He
is good: for His mercy endureth for-
ever.—Psalm 107: 1.

Eternal God, our Father, who are the
source of wisdom and beauty and good-
ness, whose spirit ever seeks to arise
within our hearts and in the hearts of
men everywhere—make Thyself known
to us as we bow in prayer before Thee.
We thank Thee that Thou art every-
where—that no condition and no dis-
tance can ever separate us from Thee
and from Thy love. We thank Thee that
Thy mercies never fail and Thy loving
kindness never ceases. We are grateful
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for our lives which are in Thy hands and
for Thy continuous goodness which
blesses us all our days. Help us to be
worthy of Thy gifts and to use them for
Thy glory and for the welfare of our
Nation and of our world. Grant that
each one of us may do our part to bring
about, on these shores, an order of so-
ciety in which there will be no injustice,
no bitterness of spirit, and one in which
each person may come to the fullness of
life for which he was made, through
Jesus Christ, our Lord. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced

that the Senate agrees to the amend-
ments of the House to a bill of the Senate
of the following title:

5.2287. An act to authorize a b5-year
hydrologic study and investigation of the
Delmarva Peninsula.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a bill of the following
title, in which concurrence of the House
is requested:

8.3553. An act for the relief of Mrs. Mary
T. Brooks,

ADDITIONAL PROGRAM FOR THE
BALANCE OF THE WEEK

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.
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Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I ask for this time for the purpose of
inquiring of the distinguished gentle-
man from Louisiana as to the program
for today and the rest of the week.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I am glad to
yield to the gentleman.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, in response
to the distinguished minority leader, to-
day we hope to finish the Public Works
Appropriations Act, which will be called
up immediately. After we dispose of
that bill, we hope to finish the Reserve
bill, which is on the calendar for today.
On tomorrow we will call up the Chami-
zal Memorial Highway bill and we plan
to add two bills to the program for to-
morrow: first, H.R. 13825, to authorize
the conclusion of an agreement for the
joint construction by the United States
and Mexico of an international flood con-
trol project for the Tijuana River in ac-
cordance with the provisions of the
treaty of February 3, 1944, with Mexico,
and for other purposes, and H.R. 12047,
to amend the Internal Security Act of
1950.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman from Louisiana tell
the Members from what committee does
the former bill come?

Mr. BOGGS. The former bill comes
from the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Is it the in-
tention of the leadership to finish this
schedule tomorrow or Friday, or what do
you hope and anticipate?

Mr. BOGGS. We hope to finish this
schedule by tomorrow night. If we do,
we hope to go over until Monday.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. When will
the schedule for next week be announced?
Tomorrow?

Mr. BOGGS.
afternoon.

Sometime tomorrow

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 295]
Adams Ford, O'Brien
Albert William D. O'Konskl
Andrews, Goodell Patten

Glenn Gray Powell

nall Hagan, Ga Purcell
Bolling Hanna Race
Callaway Hansen, Idaho Rees
Cameron Hungate Reinecke |
Carter Johnson, Okla. Rogers, Tex.
Casey King, N.Y. Roncalio
Conte Eluczynski Roybal
Conyers Long, Md. Rumsfeld
Corman McDade Bt Germain
Davis, Ga McEwen Senner
Dorn MeMillan Sickles
Dyal Mackay Stratton
Edmondson Martin, Ala. Teague, Tex.
Ellsworth Martin, Mass. Toll
Evans, Colo. Mathias Watts
Farbstein Miller Willis
Farnsley Morrison ‘Wilson, Bob
Morton

Flood Murray
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The SPEAKER. On this rolleall, 367
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

DISCUSSION OF REPUBLICAN PRO-
POSALS ON CONGRESSIONAL RE-
ORGANIZATION

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I have a
special order today for 1 hour to discuss
the Republican proposals on congres-
sional reorganization. Congressmen
Durwarp HaLL, JAMES CLEVELAND, and I
will start off on the basis of our joint
findings in the congressional reorganiza-
tion report. Today I have introduced in
the House enabling legislation, H.R.
17873, which is an identical bill to one
being introduced by Senator MoNRONEY,
the chairman of this joint committee.
I hope that some of those interested in
congressional reorganization and how to
make Congress more effective will have
the opportunity this afternoon to par-
ticipate in this special order.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON GENERAL
LABOR

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Subcommittee on
General Labor be permitted to sit this
afternoon in hearings on the impact of
imports as related to the minimum wage.
I have discussed it with the ranking mi-
nority member, and it is agreeable to
him,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

CLAYTON L. EVENS—100 YEARS
YOUNG

Mr. CAHILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re-
marks, and to include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. CAHILL. Mr. Speaker, last Sat-
urday I had the privilege of meeting and
congratulating Clayton L. Evens on the
occasion of his 100th birthday.

There were many things that inspired
me in my brief talk with Mr. Evens, but
the most inspiring was his dedication to
his American citizenship as evidenced by
his insistence at the age of 100 of walk-
ing to the polling place and casting his
vote in a primary election. This, I think,
illustrates the value that Clayton L. Ev-
ens places upon his American citizenship
and should be a challenge and an in-
spiration to those of our citizens who fail
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to exercise their franchise even on gen-
eral election day.

Clayton L. Evens is a delightful person,
the product of hard work and clean liv-
ing. He still is hail, hearty and healthy,
and interested in family, friends, and
community at the age of 100.

I know the Members of this House will
be interested in his background. He was
born September 18, 1866, the son of Jacob
L. and Agnes Lippincott Evens, and grew
up on a farm located in Marlton, N.J.,
not far from his present residence.

After attending the Pine Grove School
and the Westtown Friends Boarding
School in Pennsylvania, he farmed with
his father and brother. In 1893 he set-
tled in Denver, Colo., and engaged him-
self in the hardware business.

After several years in Colorado he re-
turned to his first love, his father's farm,
and continued as a farmer until his re-
tirement in 1949. He now resides with
his nephew, Howard J. Evens, on Main
Street, Marlton, N.J.

He has 1 niece, 6 great nieces and
nephews, and 10 great-great nieces and
nephews.

Sunday, September 18, was open house
in Marlton at the Evens’ home. To-
gether with many of his friends, I had
the pleasure of joining in “happy birth-
day” to a great American and a fine
gentleman,

I wish for Mr. Evens many more years
of good health, happiness, and God’s
blessings.

INCREASING POSITIONS IN GS-16,
GS-17, AND GS-18

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (S.
2393) to authorize additional GS-16,
GS-17, and GS-18 positions for use in
agencies or functions created or sub-
stantially expanded after June 30, 1965,
and ask unanimous consent that the
statement of the managers on the part
of the House be read in lieu of the re-
port.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. NO. 2047)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the bill (8. 2393)
to authorize additional GS-16, GS-17, and
GS-18 positions for use in agencies or func-
tlons created or substantially expanded after
June 30, 1965, having met, after full and free
conference, have agreed to recommend and do
recommend to their respective Houses as fol-
lows:

That the Senate recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the House to the
text of the bill and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lleu of the
matter proposed to be inserted by the House
amendment insert the following:

“That (a) section 5108(a) of title 5, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:

“*(a) A majority of the Civil Service Com-
missioners may establish, and from time to
time revise, the maximum numbers of posi-
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tions (not to exceed an aggregate of 2,577, in
addition to any professional engineering po-
sitions primarily concerned with research and
development and professional positions in
the physical and natural sclences and medi-
cine which may be placed in these grades, and
in addition to 240 hearing examiner posl-
tions under section 3105 of this title which
may be placed in GS-16 and 9 such positions
which may be placed in G5-17) which may be
placed in GS-16, 17, and 18 at any one time.
However, under this authority, not to exceed
25 percent of the aggregate number may be
placed in GS-17 and not to exceed 12 percent
of the aggregate number may be placed in
GS5-18. A position may be placed in GS-16,
17, or 18 only by action of, or after prior
approval by, a majority of the Civil Service
Commissioners.”

“(b) BSection 5108(b) of such title is
amended by inserting ‘(1)' immediately fol-
lowing the subsection designation, and by
adding the following new paragraph:

**(2) In addition to the number of posi-
tions authorized by subsectlon (a) of this
section and positions referred to in paragraph
(1) of this subsection, the Librarian of Con-
gress, subject to the procedures prescribed by
this section, may place a total of 28 positions
in the Library of Congress in GS-16, 17, and
18"

“{c) Section 5108(c) (1), relating to posi-
tions in GS-16, 17, and 18 for the General
Accounting Office, is amended by striking out
‘39" and inserting in lleu thereof ‘64’.

“(d) Sectlon 5108(c) (2), relating to posi-
tions in GS-16, 17, and 18 for the Federal
Bureau of Investigation, is amended by strik-
ing out ‘76’ and inserting in lieu thereof
‘110,

“(e) The Act entitled ‘An Act to provide
certaln administrative authorities for the
National Security Agency, and for other
purposes’, approved May 29, 1959 (50 U.S.C.
402, note), as amended, Is amended—

(1) by striking out, in section 2 thereof,
‘sixty-five such officers and employees’' and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘seventy such of-
ficers and employees’; and

“(2) by striking out, in section 4 thereof,
‘sixty civilian positions’ and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘ninety civilian positions’.

“(f) Section 3301 of title 39, United States
Code, relating to personnel requirements
of the postal field service, is amended by
striking out ‘70 employees assigned to sal-
ary levels 18, 19, and 20’ and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘556 employees assigned to sal-
ary levels 19 and 20°.”

And the House agree to the same.

That the Senate recede from its disa-
greement to the amendment of the House
to the title of the bill and agree to the same.

THADDEUS J. DULSKI,
Davip N. HENDERSON,
H. R. Gross,

Managers on the Part of the House.
Mixe MONRONEY,
RALPH YARBOROUGH,
JENNINGS RANDOLPH,
FRANK CARLSON,
Hmam L. Fong,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House
at the conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendments of
the House to the bill (S. 2393) entitled “An
Act to authorize additional GS-16, GS-17,
and GS-18 positions for use in agencies or
functions created or substantially expanded
after June 30, 1965, submit the following
statement in explanation of the effect of the
action agreed upon by the conferees and rec-
ommended in the accompanying conference
report:

The Senate bill, which passed the Senate
on September 1, 1965, amended section
505(b) of the Classification Act of 1949, as
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amended (6 U.S.C. 11056(b)), so as to in-
crease the maximum number of positions in
G5-16, GS-17, and GS-18 of the General
Schedule of such Act allowable under such
section 505(b) from 2,400 to 2,600 and fur-
ther provided that 100 of such positions
shall be available only for allocation, with
the approval of the President, for agencles
or functions created or substantially ex-
panded after June 30, 1965.

The House amendments to the Senate bill
struck out all after the enacting clause and
inserted a substitute text and provided a
new title for the bill.

With respect to the House amendment to
the text of the Senate bill, the committee of
conference recommends that the Senate re-
cede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the House and agree to the same
with an amendment which is a substitute
for both the text of the Senate bill and the
text provided by the House amendment and
that the House agree to the same.

Subsection (a) of the House amendment
to the text of the Senate bill amended sec-
tion 505(b) of the Classification Act of 1949
to the following effect:

First, the House version increased from
2,400 to 2,700 the maximum number of posi-
tlons which may be placed at any one time in
GS8-16, G8-17, and GBS-18 of the General
Schedule of such Act.

Second, the House version removed certain
limitations on the position allocation au-
thority under section 505(b) by eliminating
certain provisions which provided that—

“{1) not to exceed 25 per centum of such
maximum number of positions may be placed
in GS-17 and not to exceed 12 per centum of
such maximum number of positlons may be
placed in GS-18;

“(2) fifty of such positions shall be avail-
able only for allocation, with the approval
of the President, for agencles or functions
created after the date of enactment of this
provision;

“(3) fourteen of such positions shall be
available only for allocation to the United
States Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency,

“(4) six of such positions shall be avail-
able only for allocation to the Immigration
and Naturalization Service, United States
Department of Justice; and

“(6) four of such positions shall be avall-
able only for allocation to the Federal Home
Loan Bank Board."

The conference substitute increases such
maximum number of positions from 2,400 to
2,577.

In addition, the conference substitute
eliminates the existing limitations on the
positions referred to in paragraphs (2), (3),
(4), and (5), immediately above, with re-
spect to the President, the United States
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, the
Immigration and Naturalization Service, and
the Federal Home Loan Bank Board, but re-
tains the existing 26 per centum limitation
with respect to GS-17 and 12 per centum
limitation with respect to GS-18, referred to
in paragraph (1) immediately above.

Subsection (b) of the House version
amended section 505(c) of the Classifica-
tion Act of 1949 to authorize the Librarian
of Con to place a total of 35 positions
in the Library of Congress In GS-16, G8-117,
and GS-18 of the General Schedule of such
Act, in addition to the number of positions
otherwise authorized by law to be placed in
such grades but subject, however, to the
procedures prescribed by section 505. Under
the House version, it was contemplated that
the actual increase in the number of posi-
tions for the Library of Congress in such
grades would be 13 positions because of the
legisiative intent of the House that the ex-
isting number of such positions assigned or
to be assigned to the Library by the United
States Cilvil Service Commission under sec-
tlon 505(b)—that is, 22 positions—would
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henceforth be authorized for the Library
under section 505(c), as amended by the
House, leaving 13 additional positions to be
filled by the Librarian of Congress under the
new limitation of 35 positions for the Library
proposed by the House.

The Senate version had no such provision
for the Library of Congress.

Subsection (b) of the conference substitute
proposes an authorization for the Library of
Congress of a total of 28 positions in G3S-16,
GS8-17, and GS-18 of the General Schedule,
subject, however, to the intent of the con-
ference substitute that the existing number
of positions in the Library assigned to GS-16,
GS-17, and GS-18 by the United States Civil
Service Commission under its general author-
ity—that is, 22 positions—will henceforth be
authorized for the Library out of the total
of 28 positions authorized by the conference
substitute, making a total of 6 additional
positions for the Library under the confer-
ence substitute.

The above-mentioned 22 positions formerly
allocated by the Civil Service Commission
to the Library of Congress under section
505(b) of the Classification Act of 1940 will
constitute a part of the maximum number
of 25677 positions authorized for future al-
location by the Commission under section
5108(a) of title 5, United States Code, as
set forth in the conference substitute.

Subsection (c) of the House verslon
amended section 505(d) of the Classification
Act of 1949 so as to increase from 39 to T0
the number of G8-16, GS8-17, and GS-18 posi-
tions authorized for the General Accounting
Office in addition to the number otherwise
authorized to be allocated by law to such
grades.

The Senate version contained no such pro-
vision.

Subsection (¢) of the conference substi-
tute amends section 5108(c) (1) of title 5,
United States Code, so as to increase from
39 to 64 the number of GS-16, GS-17, and
GS5-18 positions authorized for the General
Accounting Office in addition to the number
otherwise authorized to be allocated by law
to such grades—an increase of 25 positions.

Subsection (d) of the House version
amended section 5056(e) of the Classification
Act of 1949 to increase from 75 to 125 the
number of positions for the Federal Bureau
of Investigation of the Department of Jus-
tice in GS-16, G5-17, and GS-18, in addition
to the number of positions otherwise author-
ized by law to be placed in such grades.

The Senate version contained no such pro-
vision.

Subsection (d) of the conference sub-
stitute amends section 5108(c)(2) of title
5, United States Code, so as to increase from
75 to 110 the number of positions for the
Federal Bureau of Investigation of the De-
partment of Justice in GS-16, GS-17, and
G5-18, in addition to the number of posi-
tlons otherwise authorized by law to be
placed in such grades—an increase of 35
positions.

Subsection (e) of the House version
amended sections 2 and 4 of the Act of
May 29, 1859 (50 U.S.C. 402, note), relating
to additional positions of a GS-18, GS-17,
and GS-18 level for the Natlonal Security
Agency and additional positions of such level
for the National Security Agency involv-
ing research and development functions with
salaries not in excess of the maximum Gen-
eral Schedule rate. Subsection (e)(1) of
the House version increased from 65 to 76
the number of positions of the G8-16, GS8-117,
and GS-18 level for the National Security
Agency. Subsection (e)(2) of the House
version increased from 60 to 90 the number of
positions for such agency involving research
and development functions.

The Senate version contained no such pro-
visions.

Subsection (e) of the conference substi-
tute provides for the National Security
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Agency 5 additional positions of the GS-16,
GS-17, and GS-18 level, and 30 additional
positions involving research and develop-
ment functions with salaries not in excess
of the maximum General Schedule rate.

Subsection (f) of the House version
amended section 3301 of title 39, United
States Code, which provides that the Post-
master General shall determine the person-
nel requirements of the postal field service
and fix the number of supervisors and other
employees in that service, with the excep-
tion that there may not be at any one time
more than one assistant postmaster employed
at any post office or a total of 70 employees
assigned to salary levels 18, 19, and 20 in the
postal field service.

Subsection (f) of the House version elimi-
nated salary level 18 from the above limita-
tion of 70 employees and, in effect, applied
the limitation only to salary levels 19 and 20.

The Senate version contained no such pro-
vision.

Subsection (f) of the conference substitute,
like the House version, removed salary level
18 from the employee limitation but reduced
such limitation from 70 to 556 employees, thus
providing, in effect, a limitation of 556 em-
ployees for salary levels 19 and 20 in the
postal field service.

In addition to the foregoing substantive
changes, the conference substitute makes
certain technical changes which eliminate
references to the Classification Act of 1949
and provide, in lieu thereof, references to the
appropriate provisions of title 5, United
Btates Code, recently enacted as positive law
by Public Law 89-554.

With respect to the House amendment to
the title of the Senate bill, the committee of
conference recommends that the Senate re-
cede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the House and agree to the same in
order to provide a title for the conference
substitute which reflects the coverage of the
conference substitute.

THADDEUS J. DULSKL,
Davip N. HENDERSON,
H. R. Gross,

Managers on the Part of the House.

Mr. DULSKIT (during reading of state-
ment of the managers on the part of the
House). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the further reading of the
statement of the managers on the part
of the House be dispensed with.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the conference
report.

The previous question was ordered.

‘The conference report was agreed to.

PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATION
BILL, 1967

Mr. KEIRWAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 17787) making appro-
priations for certain civil functions ad-
ministered by the Department of De-
fense, the Panama Canal, certain agen-
cies of the Department of the Interior,
the Atomic Energy Commission, the At-
lantic-Pacific Interoceanic Canal Study
Commission, the Delaware River Basin
Commission, the St. Lawrence Seaway
Development Corporation, the Tennes-
see Valley Authority, and the Water Re-
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sources Council, for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1967, and for other pur-
poses; and pending that motion, Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the general debate be limited to 2 hours,
the time to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. ReoDES] and myself.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

The SPEAEKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Ohio.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE HOUSE

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill HR. 17787, with
Mr. RosTENKOWSKI in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the
Committee, yesterday we approved here
on the floor a bill appropriating over $3
billion to provide assistance to foreign
countries. Today we will consider the
public works appropriation bill which,
excluding funds for the atomic energy
program, providing only $1.8 billion for
the water resource development of our
own Nation.

I think it is important that we make
this comparison for we must guard
against unwise action that would unduly
retard our own future development at
the expense of helping others. I have
supported foreign aid down the years,
but I am concerned at the tendency to
practice greater economy at home than
we do in some of our foreign programs.
I am likewise concerned at the tendency
to place greater emphasis on some of
the newer, more glamorous domestic
programs and neglect the programs
basic to the development and preserva-
tion of our great natural resources. We
must maintain a reasonable balance in
the allocation of our budgeted resources
or we will see the day when we will pay
a far greater price in an effort to meet
the expanding needs of our own Nation
for water, flood control, irrigation, and
transportation.

I fully support efforts to economize
on the Federal expenditures and we are
doing it in this bill—it is $214.6 million
below last year's appropriations and $56
million under the budget request. But
compared with the appropriations we are
providing in other areas, I cannot help
but feel that, on balance, we are allo-
cating far too little of our Nation’s
budget to reducing the great backlog of
work in the essential wagter resource de-
velopment of our Nation.

Let us look at some comparisons that
make me wonder if we are wise in the
allocation of our Federal budget re-
sources:

We recently appropriated $58 billion
for the Department of Defense, just for
this year—this is more than four times
the funds expended by the Corps of Engi-
neers since 1824 for all the new work—
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flood control, water supply, navigation,
and so forth.

‘We just appropriated $5 billion for the
space program for this year; this is four
times the appropriation in this bill for
the Corps of Engineers. We are not
making even a dent in the $6 billion
backlog of authorized projects needed
for flood control, water supply, naviga-
tion, and so forth. Is the space program
four times as important as preventing
flood damages and providing urgently
needed water supply here at home?

It just happens that the $5 billion for
space for 1 year is about the same
amount we have spent in 64 years on
the reclamation program since it was
started in 1902. And that $5 billion is
being repaid by the water users and from
POWer revenues.

Yesterday we approved $2.3 billion for
economic assistance to foreign countries;
yet this bill includes only $1.8 billion for
water resource development of our own
country.

We are spending over $2 billion for
research and development of a super-
sonic airliner so we can get to Paris in 3
hours instead of 7 hours; this money
would finance one-third of the total cost
of the backlog of 399 authorized pending
projects of the Corps of Engineers on
which eonstruction has not been started.
The money we appropriated this year for
the supersonic airliner—$280 million—is
$30 million more than the funds in this
bill for the entire construction program
for the current year of the Bureau of
Reclamation.

I noted in the report on the foreign aid
bill that AID claimed in fiscal year 1965
alone that over 1 million new acres were
irrigated and more than 650,000 acres
were reclaimed.

The best we can claim in our report is
9 million acres and that is not for fiscal
year 1965 but rather represents all we
have accomplished in the 64 years since
the reclamation program started in 1902.

The same foreign aid report states that
AID claims that “more than 90 million
people benefited from water supply facili-
ties” in fiscal year 1965 alone.

The best we can claim in our report
on this bill is that the projects of the
Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of
Reclamation help meet the water supply
needs of 14.4 million people.

I am not opposed to these other pro-
grams, and I could cite many many more
examples, but I think we must stop and
ask ourselves “Are we operating on two
sets of standards to the detriment of the
old line programs which have been and
remain so basic to the development of our
economy?” In the years ahead, with our
exploding population, a successful space
program, a supersonic airliner, or the
economic development of our friends in
foreign countries is not going tu be a very
satisfactory substitute for the flood con-
trol, water supply, water quality control,
irrigation, and the many other essential
requirements of our home economy.

S0 I do not think we should try to
balance the budget on this bill—maybe
we can afford all the programs; but cer-
tainly we should not neglect or sacrifice
our own vital water resource develop-
ment programs.
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I would like to take a few moments to
outline for the REcorp some of the bene-
fits which have resulted from the appro-
priations which have been made for the
programs covered by this bill.

FLOOD CONTROL

Flood damages prevented by Corps of
Engineer projects in operation reached
a new high of $1.5 billion during fiscal
year 1965. It is estimated that over the
years the accumulative flood damages
prevented by all corps projects already
exceeds $14 billion. This is more than
has been appropriated to the corps for
construction of all types of projects since
it was established in 1824 and is more
than double the appropriations made for
flood control. The Bureau of Reclama-
tion estimates that its reservoirs in the
flood-stricken areas also assisted in the
prevention of an estimated $850 million
in flood damages during 1965.

However, the large flood damages sus-
tained during the recent floods shows
that much remains to be done. For ex-
ample, the disastrous 1965 spring floods
in the upper Mississippi and Red River
of the North basins resulted in the loss
of some lives and damages amounting to
about $178 million. Completed and par-
tially completed projects of the Corps of
Engineers prevented damages estimated
at over $30 million. However, it is esti-
mated that authorized projects not yet
built would have prevented an addi-
tional $124 million in damages.

The flood of June 16, 1965, caused
damages in the Denver, Colo., metro-
politan area estimated at $325 million.
The corps’ Cherry Creek Reservoir,
which cost only about $15 million to con-
struct, prevented damages estimated at
$130 million. Had the authorized Chat-
field Dam been in operation at the time
of the flood, practically all of the dam-
ages in fhe Denver metropolitan area
would have been prevented and substan-
tial damage reduction achieved in the
stream reaches downstream from Den-
Ver.

In the Trinity and Brazos River Basins
of Texas, $16 million in damages oc-
curred during the April-May 1966 floods,
but another $52 million worth was pre-
vented by corps projects. In ‘these
basins, construction of projects already
authorized would have eliminated most
of the flood damages.

Flood damage emergency expendi-
tures by both the Federal, State, and
local governments have become exces-
sive in recent years, totaling over $205
million just in the last 4 years. A large
portion of these expenditures would
have been unnecessary had authorized
flood conirol projects been completed
and in operation.

The present value to the Nation of
completed projects for navigation, recla-
mation, water supply, recreation, and
power development is also evident.

NAVIGATION

The navigation system of harbors and
waterways constructed by the Corps of
Engineers now carry almost 134 billion
tons of traffic annually principally in
those commercial items which do not
require rapid movement but which are
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essential to the growing industrial econ-
omy of the Nation. Prominent among
these commeodities are 462 million tons—
about 137 billion gallons—of petroleum
and its products, 206 million tons of coal
and coke, 146 million tons of iron ore,
iron and steel, and 106 million tons of
sand, gravel, and stone. The waterways
now carry annually about 250 billion
ton-miles of freight traffic, continuing
their increasing trend, and account for
the movement of approximately one-
sixth of the total ton-mileage of the
Nation’s intercity traffic.

At the same time, the more than 240
million acre-feet of storage space pro-
vided in nearly 300 Corps of Engineers
reservoirs completed or under construc-
tion constitute a significant national re-
source for conserving the water and con-
trolling the flows of our rivers fo help
meet the growing water supply require-
ments of thousands of industries and
hundreds of American communities. It
is estimated that from 1952 through
1965, a total of 5,882 mew industrial
plant projects were established in the
United States on the inland river banks
to obtain the increasingly important ad-
vantages of water transporiation, water
supply, and other water uses.

RECLAMATION

Bureau of Reclamation facilities have
been provided to serve over 9 million
acres of arid western land. Reclama-
tion harvests have added some $23 bil-
lion in crop income to the economic de-
velopment of the West.

WATER SUPPLY

The corps now provides over 4 million
acre-feet of storage for water supply in
38 reservoirs, which supplements the
water supply for more than 2 million
people. A dependable water supply es-
timated at 2 billion gallons a day is de-
veloped from storage now in operation.
In addition, in 1965 water deliveries
from Bureau of Reclamation projects
involved & daily water supply of 1.5 bil-
lion gallons from 98 reservoirs to meet
the domestic and industrial needs of 12.4
million people.

RECREATION

Corps of Engineers and Reclamation
projects also provide ever increasing out-
door recreation benefits. It is estimated
that attendance at 446 recreation areas
totaled over 200 million visitors during
1965.

FPOWER REVENUES

Installed hydroelectric capacity of ma-
jor Federal agencies covered by the bill
totaled 30 million kilowatts at the end of
fiscal year 1965 with a net generation of
130 billion kilowatt hours. Electric op-
erating income for fiscal year 1965 to-
taled $534 million.

AUTHORIZATION PROCESS

It should be noted that public works
projects, before they are eligible for
funding, are subject to a most exhaustive
Teview process to assure they are econom-
ically justified. After thorough study by
the responsible agency and clearance
with all other agencies involved, they
are carefully reviewed by the legislative
committees of Congress before they are
authorized by law. Each project must
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meet stringent criteria to assure benefits
will fully justify the cost. A large per-
centage of the projects also require as-
surance of local cooperation, including
repayment of the benefits derived from
water supply and irrigation, before con-
struction is initiated.
FUNDING REQUIREMENTS BACKLOG

The urgency of expediting the funding
of public works projects to the greatest
extent feasible is evidenced by the fact
that the Corps of Engineers has esti-
mated that new work at a cost of $28.2
billion will have to be undertaken if
water development needs are to be met
by 1980. This will require annual ex-
penditures more than double the current
rate. There are currently over 724 au-
thorized projects in the active ¢ivil works
program which will require about $11.6
billion to complete. Of this group, con-
struction has not yet been started on 399
projects with an estimated cost of $6.4
billion. This latter group includes 254
projects for which initial planning funds
have not as yet been appropriated.

TUNBUDGETED REQUESTS

The committee heard testimony from
over 1,600 witnesses requesting funds
for unbudgeted projects and to increase
the amounts on budgeted projects. This
included over 180 Members of Congress
who proposed increases in the budget for
fiscal year 1967 totaling over $181 million
involving 326 projects. The total cost of
these projects is estimated at over $2.5
billion. Due to the present budgetary
situation, the committee felt that it was
justified in implementing only the high-
est priority requests for new construction
starts. Emphasis has been placed on
funding of projects in the study and
planning stage because of the small cur-
rent expenditures involved and in order
that they might be ready for the initia-
tion of construction as soon as larger
capital expenditures in the economy are
warranted.

Although the committee has included
funds for 24 unbudgeted new construe-
tion starts, they involve appropriations
of only $23,633,000 for fiscal year 1967
and have a total estimated cost of only
$364.7 million with a balance of $332
million to be funded over a period of
years after fiscal year 1967. Of the added
new starts, 14 have a total cost of less
than $10 million. The highest cost, $74
million, involves the Chatfield Dam
project at Denver, Colo. In this instance
the Bureau of the Budget advised the
committee it would have no objection to
the appropriation of funds in the bill to
initiate construction. As the Corps of

‘Engineers is completing 36 projects in

fiscal year 1967 with a total estimated
cost of $463.5 million, the unbudgeted
construction starts added by the commit-
tee, together with the new budgeted
starts, add only $151.5 million to the level
of the construction pipeline of the corps.
In addition, the committee has recom-
mended funds for 28 unbudgeted surveys
and for initiation of planning on 29
unbudgeted projects.

The budget request, which 1s also rec-
ommended by the committee, includes 38
new studies, 27 planning starts, and 25
construction starts under the Corps of
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Engineers. The committee has also ap-
proved four mnew construction starts
budgeted for the Bureau of Reclamation
and the two budgeted for the Tennessee
Valley Authority.

INCREASED COSTS OF RELOCATIONS

The committee is concerned over the
increased construction costs being in-
curred on projects for highway, railroad,
and other relocations. Although the
committee fully appreciates that required
relocations should result in no loss to the
parties involved, it is not convinced that
in many instances they are being accom-
plished in the most economical and rea-
sonable manner possible. For example,
on the John Day lock and dam project,
in Oregon, relocations estimated to cost
$64.9 million in 1958 are actually cost-
ing in excess of $160 million. The rail-
road relocations alone on this project
are now estimated to cost about $107 mil-
lion compared with the earlier estimate
of $45.7 million. Railroad and road re-
locations on the Libby Reservoir project,
Montana, are now estimated to cost over
$177 million.

As the projects have widespread bene-
fits in the areas concerned, the commit-
tee feels that the Federal Government
should receive the fullest cooperation
from State highway departments, the
railroads, and other parties involved to
assure that the relocations are affected
at the lowest cost possible. In the fu-
ture, the committee will expect to receive
more detailed justifications of relocation
costs and directs that the plans on major
relocations hereafter be submitted to the
committee prior to the initiation of con-
struction.

RECREATION AND FISH AND WILDLIFE FACILITIES

Although the committee supports the
policies making adequate provision in
projects for recreation and fish and wild-
life facilities, it is concerned at the tend-
ency in many project plans to reflect
higher costs for these aspects than ap-
pear to be justified. The committee ex-
pects to carefully monitor estimates for
these facilities in the future review of
the estimates and will expeect detailed
Jjustifications of any revisions of project
plans,

LAKE ERIE-OHIO RIVER WATERWAY

While I am here, I would like to say
a few words about the Lake Erie-Ohio
River Canal project, illustrated on this
map. We have included $500,000 in the
bill to initiate planning. The map shows
it is 2,400 miles from Buffalo to Pitts-
burgh by water, through the Great Lakes.
But with this canal, connecting up the
Ohio river near Pittsburgh to Lake Erie,
a distance of only 120 miles, the route
is only 400 miles.

Now, if someone were coming out of
the Congo, who could not read or write,
he would realize the advantages of the
shorter route compared with the pres-
ent 2,400 miles. Two interesting events
occurred in 1824, 144 years ago. The
Army Corps of Engineers was organized
in that year and the first railroad was
built in the United States between Balti-
more and Washington. And down
through the 144 years the railroads have
opposed this project just as they have
every major waterway we have built.
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In my hand I have a recommendation
from the Army Engineers. It was for this
canal and it is one of the first projects
they recommended in the United States.
This paper is dated February 14, 1825.

I have heard some say this project
is for Youngstown, Ohio. Yet, Youngs-
town, Ohio, was not even there when the
project was first recommended.

Down through the years the railroads
have fought every effort to build the
project and they are very active now.
They have maintained high freight rates
for moving coal and ore in the area and
at the same time have fought the canal
which would make cheaper transporta-
tion available.

I have dedicated my efforts over many
years to make the waterway a reality, for
it is vital not only to the economy of
the Beaver-Mahoning Valley but to the
Nation. Without the transportation ad-
vantages the canal will bring to the
Beaver-Mahoning Valley, this great steel
producing area will continue to decline—
being unable to compete favorably with
areas enjoying cheap water transporta-
tion for the movement of coal and iron
ore.

Many misleading figures, distortions,
and false claims have been put out con-
cerning this project by the opposition so
I would like to set the record straight on
a few facts.

First, using the valleys of the Grand
River on the Lake Erie side, and the
Mahoning and Beaver Rivers on the Ohio
River side, the 120-mile-long canal would
cross the divide between the 2 basins by
means of 10 dams with dual locks. The
Lake Erie terminus would be about 30
miles east of Cleveland, and the Ohio
River terminus at Rochester, Pa., about
25 miles below Pittsburgh. At the sum-
mit of the divide, the Grand River would
be dammed to form a reservoir from
which the canal would draw its water.

For most of its length, the depth of
the waterway finally recommended by
the Board would be 12 feet; and the
width, 300 feet. However, in certain con-
stricted reaches, the depth would be in-
creased to 15 feet and the width redveed
to not less than 200 feet. The 10 naviga-
tion dams, 3 on the Lake Erie side of the
divide and 7 on the south slope, would
each have dual locks 84 feet wide and
720 feet long.

FROJECT AUTHORIZATION

The project was authorized by the
River and Harbor Act approved August
30, 1935, in the following terms:

The following works of improvement of
rivers, harbors, and other waterways are
hereby adopted and authorized, * * *:
“Beaver and Mahoning Rivers, Pennsylvania
and Ohio; of the width and depth provided
in House Document Numbered 277, Seventy-
Third Congress, as a Federal project and to
continue to Lake Erie at or near Ashtabula,
Ohio, subject to the final approval of the
whole project from the Ohio River to Lake
Erle by the Board of Engineers for Rivers
and Harbors; * * *»

In its report of December 20, 1938—
House Document 178, 76th Congress, 1st
session—the Board of Engineers stated
that—

The Board now concludes that the whole
project from the Ohio River to Lake Erle,
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with certain modifications of the plans pro-
posed in House Document No. 277, Seventy-
Third Congress, Second Session, Is economi-
cally justified.

After a careful review of the matter,
Congressman Joseph J. Mansfield, then
chairman of the River and Harbor Com-
mittee of the House, in a letter dated
April 15, 1939, to the Chief of Engineers,
stated:

It is obvious, likewlse, that the Board did
approve the whole project from the Ohio
River to Lake Erle via the Beaver and Ma-
honing Rivers, and consequently the author-
ization enacted by Congress in the 1935 River
and Harbor Act has been fully met, and the
approval and authorization by Congress are
complete.

A current economic reevaluation of the
Lake Erie-Ohio River project has been
completed by the Board of Engineers for
Rivers and Harbors. It has again con-
cluded that the project is fully justified.
The Board’'s recommendations in its re-
port dated September 7, 1966, are as
follows:

The Board concludes that the whole proj-
ect from the Ohio River to Lake Erle is eco-
nomically justified and accordingly recom-
mends it for comstruction substantially in
accordance with the plan of the District
Engineer, with channel depths of 12 feet,
except in the restricted reaches through
Youngstown and Warren, Ohlo, where a
depth of 15 feet would be provided, and with
such further modifications as in the dis-
cretion of the Chief of Engineers may be ad-
visable.

Opponents have claimed that the proj-
ect should be reauthorized before being
eligible for funding. There is no prece-
dent for requiring a project, once author-
ized, to be reauthorized. The long estab-
lished practice on projects which have
been inactive for a period of years is to
require a detailed current economic re-
study by the Corps of Engineers and if
the final report is favorable to proceed
with appropriations to initiate planning,
This course has been followed on many
occasions and in the 1967 bill over 30
projects are being funded which were
authorized prior to 1940.

ECONOMIC RESTUDY

The economic restudy of the Lake Erie-
Ohio River Canal was financed by Con-
gress in 1961 and the corps has spent over
5 years conducting an exhaustive reanal-
ysis of all aspects of the project. In
making its favorable report, concluding
the project was economieally justified,
and recommending it for construction,
the U.S. Board of Engineers for Rivers
and Harbors stated:

In arriving at its decision, the Board had
before it the favorable recommendations of
the Corps' Pittsburgh District and Ohio River
Division, both of which had extensively
studied the proposal and compiled a volu-
minous record of testimony. The Board not
only studied this record and additional in-
formation furnished by interested parties
during the period of review, but also sent its
own staff members to the field for on-the-
spot investigations, and thoroughly secruti-
nized and rechecked all engineering and eco-
nomic calculations.

Particular attention has been given to all
questions which might materially affect the
engineering feasibility or the economic jus-
tification of the project, and adjustments
have been made where appropriate.
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The division report consists of 5 vol-
umes and over 700 pages.

The engineering record of the Corps
of Engineers speaks for itself. Since 1824
they have had the responsibility for
waterway development in the Nation.
There are now over 19,000 miles of water-
ways carrying commercial traffic and the
benefits have exceeded the cost by over
3to 1.

The engineering record of the corps in
the construction of flood control facili-
ties is also outstanding. The corps has
spent about $4.4 billion on its flood con-
trol program and the projects have al-
ready prevented flood damages amount-
ing to more than $14 billion—a ratio of
benefits over costs of 3.2 to 1.

BENEFIT-TO-COST RATIO

The Corps of Engineers estimates that
the ratio of average annual benefits for
the Lake Erie to Ohio River Waterway to
average annual costs will be 1.3 to 1. For
every dollar spent, the benefits will be
$1.30. The corps estimates benefits at
$66 million per year based primarily on
savings in the movement of iron ore, coal,
limestone, and steel mill products.
There will also be substantial recrea-
tional and flood control benefits, accord-
ing to the corps. No benefits have been
allocated to area redevelopment.

Experience shows that the Corps of
Engineers has actually been far too con-
servative in its estimates of the traffic
to be attracted to the major waterways
it has investigated. For example, in 1908,
the corps based its recommendations on
the Ohio River navigation project upon
traffic of only 9 million tons; the water-
way wasn't completed until 1929, but by
1950, the tonnage was close to 49 million
tons. The latest estimate shows the
waterway carried about 102 million tons
in 1965—better than 11 times the corps’
original estimate, and this has taken
place less than 40 years after the project
went into full operation. In 1930, the
traffic estimate for the upper Mississippi
River improvement was only 9 million
tons. Ii was opened to traffic in 1940 and
by 1950 the tonnage was over 11 million.
By 1965 it was up to about 35 million—or
four times the corps’ original estimate.

FROJECT COST

The Federal cost, as estimated in de-
tail by the corps, is $917 million. Local
interests must pay $95 million, or about
10 percent. This is a far greater local
assessment than on most Federal navi-
gation projects. The Federal cost is
high, but not in comparison to Federal
expenditures on many other projects.
We are now spending, for example, $1.2
bilion to develop the Arkansas River.
Over $1 billion has been spent by the
Federal Government on water projects
in California, just in the last 10 years.
The Central Valley project in California
has a total Federal cost of $1.7 billion.
The Columbia River Basin development
program of the Bureau of Reclamation
and the Corps of Engineers has a total
cost of $4.8 billion, including $750 mil-
lion in new power facilities now under-
way as a result of the Canadian treaty.
The total cost of the Mississippi River
and tributaries project is $2.3 billion.
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The upper Colorado River storage proj-
ect is costing $1.2 billion.

It is not intended that the project will
be constructed during the current period
of inflation. Rather, it will take at least
4 years to plan at a small annual cost.
Construction, which would be spread
over at least an 8- to 10-year period,
would not be undertaken until larger
public works expenditures are warranted
in the economy.

CAPACITY OF WATERWAY TO CARRY ESTIMATED
TRAFFIC

The U.S. Board of Engineers for
Rivers and Harbors states the following,
after its 5-year review, concerning the
capability of the canal to carry the ton-
nage on which the transportation sav-
ings are estimated:

The capability of the Lake Erie-Ohio
River Canal to carry the tonnage for which
transportation savings were estimated was
carefully considered. It was estimated that
50 million tons, out of the 62 million tons
per year anticipated in the 50th year of
project life, would move through the most
critical reach. Based on the preliminary
design of project features presented by the
District and Division Engineers the projected
tonnage could be passed. This is supported
by recent experience on existing comparabile
waterways within the Pittsburgh District
which has demonstrated that tonnages of
the magnitude anticipated could move over
the Lake Erie-Ohio River Canal. In the
final design, modifications can be made in
the project features which would assure
dependable capability of the waterway to
carry the projected tonnage.

EFFECT ON LAKE ERIE

The U.S. Board of Engineers for
Rivers and Harbors made a special study
of the guestion of possible effects of the
canal on the water level of Lake Erie
and Corps stated in the report as follows:

Since the water supply for the canal will
be taken not from Lake Erle but from the
summit reservoir on the Grand River, the
effect of the canal on the level of Lake Erie
is believed to be insignificant. The Board
noted that the 1009 treaty with Great Britain
governing the international-waters aspects
of the Great Lakes stands as a guarantee
agalnst operations injurious to the lake.

On occasion, it might prove advantageous
to pump water up to the summit pool from
Lake Erle. However, such water would be
returned to the lake as it carries vessels down
through the locks. Water could be pumped
up to the reservoir and subsequently released
from the reservoir down to the lake, generat-
ing power en route with reversible pump-
turbines. The Board recommended further
study of this aspect of the project proposal.

EFFECT ON WATER QUALITY

In regard to the effect of the project
on water guality, the Board of Engineers
for Rivers and Harbors concluded in the
report as follows:

The District Engineer, in estimating the
eflects of the proposed project on water
quality, used data on streamflow require-
ments furnished by the United States Public
Health Service in its report included in
Appendix V of the Distriet Engineer’s report.
He concluded that additional flows under
canalized conditions would result in tem-
perature reduction in the Mahoning River
the value of which would slightly exceed the
adverse effect resulting from the reduction
in the assimilation ability of the river under
pool conditions. A restatement of the
United States Public Health Service's posi-
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tion subsequently furnished the Division
Engineer concludes that if fhe storage in
Grand River Reservoir is used to increase the
average minimum flow in the Mahoning
River at Youngstown by approximately 200
cubic feet per second, the proposed waterway
would not have an adverse effect on water
quality. The Division Engineer belleves that
this condition can be met. Therefore, the
analysis concerning water gquality contained
in the District Engineer's report i considered
to be acceptable.

Now these are a few facts which I hope
will set the record straight. They are
not my facts, but rather the findings of
the U.8. Army Corps of Engineers who
have studied this project for years.
They are the recognized authorities on
waterway engineering and economics in
this country.

So I ask you to support this project
and the entire bill. These funds are to
be expended only in and on America.

What will happen if we do not build
up this country? Stop to think of the
13 million tons of steel, for example,
coming into this country this year. It
was only 10 million tons last year.
Foreign imports are increasing annually
and we must conserve and develop our
great natural resources if we are to con-
tinue to compete favorably in the world.

That is why I am asking you here to-
day to do some thinking—and I mean
thinking. It is essential that we guard
against unduly retarding the reasonable
steps that must be taken to conserve and
develop the water resources of the Nation.
Fundamental to the continued growth of
our Nation is adequate provision for
water supply, flood control, navigation,
reclamation, and power development.
Without the investment that has been
made to date in these programs, it would
not have been possible to achieve the
great progress that this country has en-
joyed and reasonable program expansion
must be fully supported in the future if
the Nation is to continue to develop and
prosper.

‘This is a very reasonable bill—it is $56
million under the budget and $214.6 mil-
lion under last year. Yet we have made
every effort to make provision for the
highest priority requirements so that our
water resource development program
will move forward.

So I ask you to support the committee
and vote against any amendments that
may be offered to cut the bill. Every
project in the bill is authorized and well
justified. It is a good bill and deserves
your full support.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
require.

Mr, Chairman, in my opinion and in
the opinion of most of the minority of the
committee, this is a good bill, a bill which
should be supported by the Members of
this House. I want to express my per-
sonal gratitude to and admiration for
the gentleman from Ohio who has pre-
ceded me in the well for the hard and
effective work which he has done. These
felicitations also go to the majority
members of the committee, but more
particularly to the minority members.
The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
Davis]l, and the gentleman from New
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York [Mr. Rosison], who have given me
their good will, their loyalty, and their
effective, intelligent support.

Mr. Chairman, we have had good
hearings. I think if you look at the rec-
ords of the hearings, you will see that
every question which is a reasonable
question has been answered. There
is a great amount of data and factual
information which would stand any
Member in good stead who wants to un-
derstand this program better.

I think it is interesting to note on page
5 of the report of the committee the
status of the public works program of
the United States as compared to the
needs of the country for public works.
You will notice on page 5 that the Corps
of Engineers alone estimates that they
have a $28.2 billion requirement for wa-
ter development needs to be met by 1980
in order for the United States of Amer-
ica to have a sufficient water supply.
There are currently over 724 authorized
projects in the active civil works pro-
gram which will require about $11.6 bil-
lion to compete. Of this group construe-
tion has not yet been started on 399 proj-
ects with an estimated cost of $6.4 bil-
lion. Very considerable sums in addi-
tion will be required by the Bureau of
Reclamation, the Department of Agri-
culture, and the antipollution program.

I suggest to you, Mr. Chairman, if this
committee can be criticized for anything,
it ean be criticized for not going as far
to eatch up with the needs of the coun-
try, as we should have gone. I recog-
nize the financial situation of the coun-
try today. I recognize the needs for
great expenditures for military equip-
ment and activities such as our require-
ments in Vietnam in particular and in
the rest of the world in general. Again
I know there are good, sufficient, and
valid reasons why we cannot go any
further than we have in this bill. We
were certainly urged to do so.

There were requests from 180 Mem-
bers of Congress for unbudgeted starts
involving 326 projects which would have
cost $181 million this year. The total
cost of these projects would be $2.5 bil-
lion. Of these requests we have actually
granted 24 new starts which will add to
the expenditures for fiscal year 1967 the
sum of $23,633,000 or a total expenditure
of only $364.7 million. Of this $364.7
million, $74 million goes for one project,
the Chatfield Dam in Colorado, which
was taken into this bill over the budget
but with the tacit agreement of the Bu-
reau of the Budget because of the ruinous
flood which was experienced in the Den-
ver, Colo., area last year.

The bill, Mr. Chairman, adds up to
something like this: On unbudgeted
starts there is the figure of $364.6 mil-
lion, On budgeted starts there is the
total of $250 million. Thus, the input
into the pipeline of the Corps of Engi-
neers is $615 million, The Corps of En-
gineers will, this year, complete projects
totaling $463.5 billion. Thus, the total
addition to the pipeline as a result of
this bill is only $151.2 million.

Now, Mr. Chairman, this is to be com-
pared with the fact that $28.2 billion
must be spent by the year 1980 in Corps
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of Engineers activities alone in order for
this country not to have a water crisis.

So, Mr. Chairman, to me this bill
merely holds the line. It is not progress-
ing as far as we should progress on the
things which we need to do in order to
insure for the future of this country a
plentiful supply of that product of na-
ture most needed by man-—other than
clean air—and that is clean water.

Mr. Chairman, we have some contro-
versial items contained in this bill.

‘We have items such as the Idaho Power
Line which the Bonneville Power Ad-
ministration seeks to build and it is in
controversy for the third year. We ex-
pect it to be settled this year.

Mr. Chairman, we have included in
the committee report our general ideas
as to the form this contract should take.

It is our hope that reasonable men
will be able to get together and conclude
this agreement long before this bill
comes up again for consideration next
year. We do not expect it to be neces-
sary for the Federal Government to con-
struet this line.

Mr. Chairman, we have also increased
the budget in the Mississippi River
Basin, We did this in order to try to
get at a level of expenditure in that great
area of this country commensurate with
the results which must be accomplished.
We have only recommended the appro-
priation of money which we feel can be
expended wisely on these projects in this
fiscal year.

Mr. Chairman, it is a little difficult to
cut too much in any given area, because
if you do, then you get the construction
pace down below an economic level. We
feel that it would be penny wise and
pound foolish to do this—especially in
the Mississippi Basin which has been
ravaged by floods so often in the past.
So, we raised the appropriation to a level
which in our opinion is proper.

Mr. Chairman, it is not easy to cut a
public works appropriation bill. It is
not easy to save money in such a bill
and thereby really further govern-
mental economy by doing so. It is not
true that the easiest thing to do is to cut
public works. It has been my experi-
ence over the period of time which I have
served in this Congress that if you cut
back, below an economic level, you end
up by spending more money in the long
run than should have been expended for
the particular project.

As far as I personally am concerned,
I do not know of any activities other
than defense expenditures which are of
higher import to the whole country than
those we find represented in this bill.
This is an important bill. As the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. Kmwan] has
so ably said, this bill is taking the Ameri-
can taxpayers’ money and using it to
build up this country.

I cannot help but point to the words
which are above the Speaker’'s desk, the
quotation from Daniel Webster—“Let us
develop the resources of our land and
call forth its powers, build up its institu-
tions, promote all its great interests, and
see whether we also, in our own time and
generation may not perform something
worthy to be remembered.” I think he
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spoke wisely, and gave advice which is as
worthy of consideration today as it was
when the words were uttered.

The accomplishments of this program
are worth recounting.

The waterways which have been built
over the years now carry 114 billion fons
of freight annually. Mainly this is bulk
freight which does not need to be moved
in a hurry. The economy of the coun-
try certainly has been well served by the
fact that there are cheap ways of trans-
porting large, bulky items of supplies
throughout the country.

As far as reclamation is concerned,
there are 9 million acres which are now
under irrigation and these lands have
furnished crops which have been worth
$23 billion to our economy.

The M. & I. water supply which has
been furnished by the activities of the
Corps of Engineers amounts to about 4
million acre-feet of clean water annually.
The Bureau of Reclamation has fur-
nished about 3 million acre-feet of
clean water annually for a total of 7
million acre-feet of clean water now
available through the activities which
are represented in this bill.

In the Corps of Engineers’ reservoirs
alone recreational facilities have been
used by 200 million people in the year
1965 alone.

So there is a great amount of good be-
ing engendered by this bill. It is a bill
which is, in my opinion, well within the
limits of propriety. I think all of us
must look ahead in the years to come to
the need to expand this activity greatly
to put our country in position to take
care of the physical needs of the popu-
lation which we will have in the future.
I hope we will be able to do it gradu-
ally, looking ahead and planning wisely,
so that we can do it both economically
and expeditiously. The time for start-
ing these plans has now arrived. As far
as I personally am concerned, when we
are able to get the international situa-
tion stabilized to a point where such a
large share of our national wealth must
not be used in national defense, then I,
for one, will be leading the charge for
more adequate efforts to satisfy the
needs and desires of our people for de-
velopment of our water resources.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr,
Chairman, when legislation of the mag-
nitude of the public works appropria-
tion bill reaches the floor of the House,
there is ample testimony available as to
what the bill will do. But what of the
things that the bill will not do?

A request was made to the House Ap-
propriations Subcommittee on Public
Works to include in this bill an appro-
priation of $250,000 to meet a sacred
commitment to men who are dying in
Vietnam. It is the law of the land that
national cemeteries shall be established
and shall be expanded according to need.
It is the law of the land that such need
will be determined by officials of the exec-
utive establishment and acted upon by
them. They are charged with responsi-
bility for burying the dead of our wars
and the veterans of those wars.

Mr. Chairman, that responsibility is
not being met. We cannot explain away
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the fact that men who have given their
lives in Vietnam have been denied burial
in a national cemetery. These denials
are continuing and they will increase.

It might be thought that these denials
are happenstance, that they could not
result from a conscious act or omission.
But the fact is that this administration
has continued a policy affirmed in 1961
that the national cemeteries are to be
closed. Members might well ask who it
was it who decided that certain of our
dead servicemen should continue to re-
ceive the honor of burial in a national
cemetery while others would be effective-
ly denied such honor.

Time has run out for the New Jersey
serviceman and his family. Time ran
out in February of this year. Since then
more than 31 servicemen killed on active
duty have been denied burial at Beverly
National Cemetery. During that same
period 17 servicemen killed on active duty
were buried at Beverly—after it closed.

The natural question is, How was it
decided who would be interred at Beverly
and who would be turned away? As to
this, Mr. Chairman, it was mere chance.
Actually the administration policy on na-
tional cemeteries is of the character of a
lottery. If a serviceman or veteran has
his home in Minnesota, Oregon, or Wash-
ington, D.C., burial in a national ceme-
tery is assured—for the next 50 years or
more. If the serviceman or veteran is
from New England or Wyoming or many
other States, there is no national ceme-
tery in the area. If the deceased is from
New Jersey he may be buried in a na-
tional cemetery near his home or he may
not—the chances are he will not. But it
all depends on whether a vacant burial
site is available at the time of burial.
Many burial sites are reserved, even in
a closed national cemetery. On occasion
these reserved sites are released by sur-
vivors. If a family’s request for burial
of the serviceman’s remains reaches the
cemetery immediately following release
of a reserved site, their request will be
approved. More often than not it is
denied.

Time has run out in New Jersey and it
is fast running out in California. In the
next few months the two national ceme-
teries still open in California will be
closed. Fort Rosecrans National Ceme-
tery in San Diego is expected to close
before the end of this year. Golden Gate
National Cemetery in San Bruno is ex-
pected to close this winter. When these
two closures oceur, the families of serv-
icemen killed in Vietnam will be effec-
tively denied the right to bury hi.m in a
national cemetery. The closest national
cemeteries to California will be~*in El
Paso, Tex., and Portland, Oreg.

Mr. Chairman, this lottery system of
burial cannot be permitted to continue.
The Congress has been remiss in per-
mitting the situation to develop. The
Appropriations Subcommittee, which has
an opportunity to provide funds to re-
open Fort Rosecrans and Golden Gate
National Cemeteries, has failed to offer
appropriations to correct a serious
wrong. The Congress cannot permit the
situation to continue.
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The President knows of the situation.
It has been brought to his attention. Let
us pray that the killing in Vietnam shall
soon stop. But it is fair to ask how great
the casualty list would have to grow to
insure that this matter gets the attention
it deserves. If, instead of 31 servicemen
having been denied burial, the number
were 310, would there be a policy change?
If the number were 3,1C0, no one in this
body would doubt but that a change
would ensue.

It is past time for the President and
his administration to stop dragging their
feet on this matter of meeting our com-
mitment to our honored dead. It is past
time also for the Congress and its lead-
ership to act. To reopen Beverly Na-
tional Cemetery and to keep open Fort
Rosecrans and Golden Gate National
Cemeteries involves no more than an act
of simple duty.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I must take a moment to compli-
ment the gentleman in the well, the
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. RHODES],
the members of the committee, and, in
particular, the chairman of the commit-
tee, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
KIRWAN].

I have traveled throughout the coun-
try as a member of the subcommittee on
flood control of the House Public Works
Committee. I have observed disastrous
floods at firsthand, and I believe that
you gentlemen have demonstrated very
clearly; with an exceptional display of
patience, your great and genuine con-
cern for flood and disaster problems
throughout the land, and I can point out
the fact on the north coast of Califor-
nia, in my district alone we spent $15
million on flood recovery work alone, be-
cause of the floods that occurred in De-
cember of 1964. Certainly, we can all
agree, this bill represents an investment
in America, and again I want to com-
pliment the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. RHODES], the gentleman from Ohio,
Chairman Kirwan, and all members of
this important committee for helping
to solve the many problems relating to
floods and water conservation in the
country.

‘We are all deeply indebted to you for
your patience, understanding, and the
personal consideration given to our
many requests. The same compliments
should be extended to the very able staff
of the committee, who have gone out of
their way to assist me. On behalf of the
people of my First Congressional Dis-
trict, I want to express my deep appre-
ciation for all your efforts in our behalf.

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. Boranpl.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I want
to compliment the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Public Works, the distin-
guished and able and dedicated Mem-
ber from Ohio [Mr. Kmwan]l. I know
of no subcommittee chairman who
spends as much time working in the in-
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terests of this Nation in the matter of
public works and conservation than does
he. .
The bill which he brings to this floor
I think emphasizes rather dramatically
what that type of interest has done, and
how much he has done to preserve and
protect this great Nation of ours.

What I have said about the chairman,
of course, goes as well for the other mem-
bers of the subcommittee.

I also include a very brilliant, hard-
working, and dedicated staff. In the per-
son of Gene Wilhelm, chief of staff of
this subcommittee, I think I can say
without fear of contradiction this com-
mittee is privileged to possess one of the
most able and one of the finest subcom-
mittee executive staff members on the
full Appropriations Committee.

The task of this committee is nowhere
better emphasized than in a statistical
rundown of what the committee hear-
ings developed during the consideration
of this appropriations bill. One thou-
sand six hundred witnesses requestea
funds for unbudgeted projects and to
increase the amounts on budgeted proj-
ects. Over 180 Members of Congress
proposed increases in the budget for
fiscal year 1967 totaling $181 million in-
volving 326 projects.

Mr. Chairman, the urgency of ex-
pediting the funding of public works
projects to the greatest extent feasible
is evidenced by the fact that the Corps
of Engineers has estimated that new
work at a cost of $28.2 billion will have
to be undertaken if water development
needs are to be met by 1980. This will
require annual expenditures more than
double the current rate. There are cur-
rently over 724 authorized projects in the
active civil works program which will re-
quire about $11.6 billion to complete. Of
this group, construction has not yet been
started on 399 projects with an esti-
mated construction of $6.4 billion. This
latter group includes 254 projects for
which initial planning funds have not,
as yet, been appropriated.

Faced with these staggering and
disturbing statistics and facts, and con-
scious of the necessity of budget limita-
tions, this committee felt that it was
justified in implementing only the high-
est priority requests for new construc-
tion starts. Emphasis has also been
placed, by committee action, on funding
of projects in the study and planning
stage because of the small current ex-
penditures involved and in order that
they might be ready for the initiation of
construction as soon as larger capital ex-
penditures in the economy are warranted.

Mr. Chairman, the vast majority of the
public works projects in this bill deal
with the problems of flood control and
a determined effort to protect lives and
property and to save the hundreds of
millions of dollars of damages that floods
cause.

Under general investigations, our com-
mittee recommended $31,730,000. With-
in this item, 168 of these investigations
are concerned with flood control.

Under construction, $953,715,000 is
recommended for fiscal year 1967. Two
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hundred and sixty-six of the projects are
for flood control and these projects are
spread all.over the Nation.

For the Mississippi River and tribu-
taries, $84,950,000 has been approved.
And all of these projects are concerned
with flood control.

In most of the Bureau of Reclamation
recommendations, there is some element
of flood control. However, the large
flood damages sustained during the re-
cent floods shows that much remains to
be done. For example, the disastrous
1965 spring floods in the Upper Mis-
sissippi and Red River of the North
Basins resulted in the loss of some lives
and damages amounting to about $178
million. Completed and partially com-
pleted projects of the Corps of Engineers
prevented damages estimated at over $30
million. It is estimated that authorized
projects not yet built would have pre-
vented an additional $124 million in
damages.

The flood of June 16, 1965, caused
damages in the Denver, Colorado metro-
politan area estimated at $325 million.
The corps’ Cherry Creek Reservoir,
which cost only about $15 million to con-
struet, prevented damages estimated at
$130 million. Had the authorized Chat-
field Dam been in operation at the time
of the flood, practically all of the dam-
ages in the Denver metropolitan area
would have been prevented and sub-
stantial damage reduction achieved in
the stream reaches downstream from
Denver.

In the Trinity and Brazos River Basins
of Texas, $16 million in damages oc-
curred during the April-May 1966 floods,
but another $52 million worth was pre-
vented by corps projects.

So it is no wonder, Mr. Chairman, that
Members of this Congress and this com-
mittee are concerned about what hap-
pens in their distriets. I take this
opportunity to pay tribute to all Mem-
bers—and floods, of course, know no
party lines—for the support that this
bill does enjoy and has enjoyed by Mem-
bers from all over the Nation.

I see the gentleman from Colorado on
his feet. I am delighted to yield to him
because the gentleman from Colorado
and his colleagues did as persuasive a
job in asking this committee to add addi-
tional funds for the construction of the
Chatfield Dam as did any delegation in
the House.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOLAND. I yield to the gentle-
man from Colorado.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr.
Chairman, I want to pay my compli-
ments and respect to the chairman of
the subcommittee and to the ranking
minority member thereof, together with
all the members for their kind consid-
eration given me and the citizens of the
city and county of Denver, and others
who appeared before the committee to
explain the tragic disaster that hit
Denver, Colo., on June 16, 1965, and fo
point out that a number of years ago

there was a dam constructed on what

is known as the Cherry Creek River,
known as the Cherry Creek Dam, which
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was able to hold back much of the water
and helped save Denver in many partic-
ulars.

Unfortunately, the South Platte,
which has its headwaters at the begin-
ning of Pike’s Peak, had a big flood which
caused damage to the extent of at least
$325 million in the city and county of
Denver alone. If it had not been for
the Cherry Creek Dam, there would
have been additional damages. There-
fore, I want to compliment the commit-
tee for seeing this problem and recog-
nizing that the best interests of the
country were served by the construction
of the Chatfield Dam to prevent the dis-
aster that occurred there a year ago. I
thank them.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr, Chairman, I com-
pliment the distinguished gentleman
from Colorado and his distinguished col-
leagues, Mr. McVicker and Mr. Evans,
for what they have done with and their
constant concern on this project. May
I also add, that the people from Colorado,
from the areas affected by this project,
made a magnificent case for Hatfield
Dam.

Mr. Chairman, I have said this before,
but it bears repeating. This is the bill
referred to as the “pork barrel” and
writers and cartoonists have a field day
lampooning the Members of Congress
who are seeking to protect their distriets.

This bill helps protect—to guard and
develop its resources; to spread waters
on the land to green and bloom our des-
erts; to engineer our waterways and
harbers, enabling food, fiber, minerals,
and the sinews of our industrial capacity
and might to be shipped from their basic
and naked origin to areas of manufac-
turing, development, and consumption.

This bill is for the realization of all
this, and it is far more than this. It
harnesses the tremendous, magnificent,
potential power of water and spreads it,
as energy, to lift the daily burdens of
mankind and to ease his way with com-
fort and eonvenience.

It is the instrument by which our Na-
tion eurbs the ravaging, devastating con-
sequences of uncontrolled and rushing
water. This is the bill, Mr. Chairman,
that has built the reservoirs, the dams,
floodwalls, jetties, breakwaters, pumping
stations to stop floods—to protect prop-
erty and to save lives. All of these that
have been constructed are eloquent mon-
uments to the wisdom of the respon-
sible agencies and to the Congress. For
these projects have saved millions of
dollars and many human lives. There
is not a section of this country that has
not felt and appreciated the value of the
Ianﬂoodd control projects that sprinkle this

This is a bill, Mr. Chairman, as has
been so eloguently stated by the distin-
guished chalrman of this subcommittee,
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KIrwan],
that “is an investment in America.” I
trust members of this Committee will
support the action of the subcommittee.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 15 minutes to the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. Davis].

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I am cast in an unpleasant role
today, one which no one would covet, and
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vet I believe sincerely a necessary role.
I have undertaken it in spite of the
charge that we have heard in the cloak-
rooms, or that Members will hear there
or here on the floor before this day is
over, that what I seek to do in connec-
tion with this bill would scuttle our pub-
lic works program, would submarine our
resources development—yes; that it
would doom certain Members of this
House to certain polifical oblivion.

But I speak as a friend of this pro-
gram, For 15 years, since I first became
a member of the subcommittee here in-
volved, I believe I have been a knowl-
edgeable supporter of this program. I
speak today not to harm it, but to pre-
serve it for the years ahead.

For a country in deep fiscal and eco-
nomie trouble cannot adequately support
this or any other program for the benefit
of the people of this country in the years
that lie ahead.

There will be some who will say, “Oh,
I agree. I know we are in deep fiseal
trouble. I know that civilian programs
in this country need to be eut back. But
my project is important to my people and
I must fight for it.”

I ean sympathize with and understand
that point of view.

There is a time for public works ex-
pansion, but I submit this is not that
time. Within the next few months our
involvement in Vietnam will exceed the
involvement in Korea. Inflation is here.
‘The fires are lighted, and they are fueled
and fanned each day by the spending
of this Government, the spending which
is the jet of oxygen which sends the
flames higher and higher.

Some will console themselves by say-
ing, “Oh, there is really no harm done
in appropriating this money. The Presi-
dent will not spend it. He is going to cut
back on expenditures. He told us so.”

Perhaps they are right. If we could be
certain of that, then I believe there ought
to be no hesitancy at all, because it would
be easy to say, “Oh, we are not cutting
out anything, really, so we ought to vote
for reductions in the new money with
alacrity, because by so doing we would
help to melt down that $110 billion sit-
ting there under the control of the people
of the executive branch of this Govern-
ment over which we in this legislative
?ralnch of Government have lost all con-

rol.”

It 1s a sad enough plight in which we
find ourselves—this once proud legisla-
tive body of our Government, in which
we appropriate each year a great deal
more money than the President says he
will spend. We turn it over to the bu-
reaugracy, and then we go downtown to
those same bureaucrats to compete for
their favor in the doling out of the funds
we have previously appropriated and
turned over to them to spend at a time
they see fit to do so.

So if this money is not going to be
spent, if Members console themselves
about appropriating money here that
will not be spent because the President is
not going to spend it, T cannot think of
a better reason to fail to appropriate this
additional money.

If you think it is not going to be spent,
then we ought not to appropriate it to
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the people in the executive department
to pile up the $110 billion already there.
But if you think it will be spent, then I
think it is the responsibility of this Con-
gress to assure that it will not be spent.
I do not intend to dwell on the critical
fiscal condition of this country. Others
have done it. If, as the President as-
sured us, there is going to be a $3 billion
reduction in expenditures in this fiscal
year, where do you think that money is
going to come from? It must come from
the civil programs of this Government.
Those are the only ones that are subject
to deferment. It cannot come from the
critical defense requirements of this Na-
tion in the difficult position in which we
find ourselves today. This has been tra-
dititionally so.

You will recall when World War II
broke out that the President an-
nounced—and the Congress went along
with it—that we were going to cut back
and there would not be any new projects
of this kind until the war had been won.
I can remember Korea. The present
distinguished minority floor leader of
this House and I represented the mi-
nority on this subcommittee at that time.
Some of you will recall that in the years
1951 and 1952, when the present ma-
jority controlled this House, the budget
was adhered to with respect to these pro-
grams because of Korea. Then in 1953
and 1954 when the present minority
controlled this House, the same rules
were appplied because of Korea. Then
in 1955 some of the members of this com-
mittee, and of the Committee on Appro-
priations will recall that there was a
general feeling that the bars were down
and the bill was heavily loaded with un-~
budgeted projects the first time around,
but the gentleman from Massachusetts
will well recall, for he and the gentleman
from Michigan, the late beloved Mr.
Rabaut, stood with those of us who felt
that this was not the time to load that
bill with a great number of unbudgeted
projects. That bill was sent back to the
subcommittee for the kind of cleaning up
job that was needed.

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I yield to
the chairman.

Mr. KIRWAN. The gentleman said
that the President of the United States,
on the night of Pearl Harbor, said that
there would not be a dam or a reservoir
built in America for the duration of the
war. However, he built two dams in my
district in Ohio. They worked three
shifts around the clock in order to build
them in a hurry. Thank God for those
reservoirs, because right after they were
built water flooded into the area and
would have run into the open hearth
furnaces and would have blown them up.
The loss of steel production would have
seriously retarded our war effort. We
have to keep building in order to keep
abreast of acts of God such as floods,
and so forth and protect and promote
our economic development.

I thank the gentleman for yielding,

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Now, in
1966, in spite of Vietnam and in spite
of inflation, there is involved in this bill
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the general atmosphere that the bars
are down. So nearly half of the Mem=-
bers of this House appeared before the
subcommittee and asked for almost $1
million apiece, on an average, for money
to be inserted in this bill this year out-
side of the budget. They asked for not
s0 much money individually in many
cases, but those projects involve a com-
mitment in this year and in years in the
near future of $2.5 billion. This sub-
committee and the full committee went
a long way down this unbudgeted road.
Some 85 new projects are included here.
Of course, as the chairman pointed out,
the distinguished gentleman from Ohio,
there are already a substantial number
of new projects included in the budget,
and carried in this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I can hear some of the
Members of the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union ask,
mentally, “Well, if this is true; if there
has been all these additions, how come
this bill is under the budget?"”

Well, Mr. Chairman, I will answer the
Members of the Committee frankly—it
is under the budget.

But, Mr. Chairman, look at the man-
ner in which it was done.

In the first place, this bill is under the
budget overall to the extent of $4.1 bil-
lion by $56 million.

Well, $64 million was taken out of the
Atomic Energy Commission's budget,
which leaves a net plus of $8 million in
the other and less critical portions of this
bill.

And, then, Mr. Chairman, if the Mem-
bers of the Committee would take a look
at page 48 of the report, I can give to
them another example as to how this bill
is under the budget. Incidentally, this
is one of the most informational reports
that you will see on this or any other ap-
propriation bill. But there you will note,
in the next to the last item, “Reduction
for anticipated savings and slippages and
availability of carryover balances, after
listing the amounts for all of the projects
planned and constructed in civil works,”
then it shows $95,700,000 carryover.

Mr. Chairman, the Bureau of the
Budget in its efforts to bring down the
total amount requested, subtracted this
amount from the total, and the commit-
tee added another $32 million of subtrac-
tion.

So, if you will take a look at that, you
will notice that these reductions, so-
called, do not represent an elimination
of a number of projects nor a retrench-
ment of the program. And, further in
the report, you see these latest projects
beside which there have been placed
fixed sum, and do not bank on it, because
the total amount of money is not suffi-
cient to carry out 100-percent budget-
ing for many of the projects that are
herein listed.

Mr. Chairman, at the proper times I
shall offer several amendments which
have been placed on the Clerk’s desk.
They are designed to follow a pattern of
which I would like to advise the Mem-
bers of the Committee in this general
debate.

No. 1, they are designed to strike the
unbudgeted projects from this bill. And,
Mr. Chairman, I know that this may
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seem unfair and that this may lead some
of the members of the Committee to say,
“What are we doing—we should not do
this—we are letting the people down-
town decide this pattern rather than the
Congress, which had this responsibility.”

But, Mr. Chairman, I think all of us
are practical in our understanding that
if the President means what he says
about reducing expenditures, he is going
to clear funds for the projects that he
put in his budget, and the others, un-
budgeted, are going to be the first ones to
be deprived of funds.

And I suggest this—that since this
budget was submitted by the President,
and if there are critical projects I sub-
mit that there is an obligation on the
part of the Corps of Engineers and on
the part of the Bureau of Reclamation
to go to the Bureau of the Budget. And,
there is a further obligation on the part
of the Bureau of the Budget to come up
and advise this subcommittee with re-
spect to critical needs so that we will not
be subjected to the charge, as we are
now being subjected, that we are exceed-
ing the President’s budget in a number
of these matters.

Mr. Chairman, I feel that there is a
responsibility on the part of the inter-
ested parties involved and on the part of
the administration to come forward to
the subcommittee in an effort to explain
their respective needs.

Second, the amendments would ecut
out projects which are primarily recrea-
tional in their purposes.

I do not think this Congress can with
good faith, when this country is involved
halfway around the world, appropriate
money for recreational projects, new
recreational projects in this country at
this time.

Thirdly, there is a list of projects in-
cluded in the budget, new starts which,
ir. my opinion, without refiecting in some
of these upon their essential merit, could
very well be deferred until our country
is in a better fiscal condition.

In order that Members may be ad-
vised, I will read into the Recorp at this
point a list of budgeted projects of mar-
ginal value or easily deferrable:

Calumet River—turning basin.

Illinois waterway deepening, 12 feet.

Prairie du Rocher and vicinity.

Shoal Creek.

Bayou Grand Caillow.

Black River.

Marquette County.

New Rochelle and Echo Bay Harbors.

Lake Erie coast, Michigan and Ohio.

Lake Erie coast, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
and New York.

Mill Creek

There are certain planning and con-
struction projects:

Eel River.

Lytel and Warm Creeks.

Ponce de Leon Inlet.

Richland Creek.

Paintsville Reservoir.

Atlantic City reimbursement.

Lukfata Reservoir.

Virginia Beach reimbursement.

Burnsville Reservoir.

R. D. Bailey Reservoir.

Dickey-Lincoln School project.

Martins Fork Reservolr.
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Trinity River.

Trinidad Reservoir.

England Pond Levee.

There are five newly budgeted starts
where the justification is for 50 percent
or more recreational benefits.

These would include:

Virginia Key and Key Biscayne, Fla.

Haleiwa Beach, Oahu, Hawail.

Honokahau Harbor, Hawail.

Ocracoke Island, N.C.

Smithville Reservoir, Mo.

Then, finally, as a catchall at the end
of the bill, I shall offer an amendment to
add a new section 511 which would re-
duce the appropriated funds in all por-
tions of this bill by 5 percent. This is not
the Bow amendment as it has been called
because the Bow amendment applies to
expenditures. It traditionally has. This
amendment applies to new money, to ap-
propriations in this bill.

Mr. Chairman, my suggested amend-
ments should not be interpreted as a
blanket criticism of this committee nor
of the bill itself. I certainly pay tribute
for the great amount of careful work
that has been done in connection with
this bill. I pay tribute for the duplica-
tions which have been ferreted out of the
bill. I pay tribute for the instructions
for the solution of a number of knotty
problems which are included in this re-
port: tribute for the committee’s sound
backing of the Secretary of the Army in
regulations which he issued in connection
with premium pay for those who work in
the Panama Canal Zone; tribute for
the elimination of some ambitious em-
pire buildings that were included in some
phases of this bill.

At any time, this is a most difficult ap-
propriation bill and I suggest that the
high caliber of my colleagues who serve
upon the subcommittee will attest to the
recognition of that. But at this time of
eritical competition for available dollars,
it is indeed more difficult than usual.

I strongly believe that if we are to
keep faith with those who depend upon
us for fiscal responsibility in this Con-
gress, then there must be a retrenchment
of the appropriated dollars included in
this public works appropriation bill.

The amendments which I have out-
lined and which I intend to offer at the
proper places as the Clerk reads the bill
for amendment, would reduce this bill
overall by approximately $260 million,
between 6 and 7 percent of the amount
of money otherwise appropriated.

Mr. MACGREGOR. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I am happy
to yield to my colleazue from Minnesota.

Mr. MacGREGOR. The gentleman
has very helpfully called to the attention
of the members of this Committee from
page 48 of the hearings a $32 million dif-
ference between the budget estimate and
the House allowance for an item entitled
“Reduction for Anticipated Savings and
Salvages at Availability of Carryover
Balances."”

May I ask the gentleman from Wis-
consin what justification there is either
in the experience of the subcommittee or
in the hearings for thi. additional $32
million in indicated savings under the
column “House allowance”?
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Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I believe the
major justification for the additional
amount credited as a reduction here was
this: In this program there were about
$50 million more in carryover into the
fiscal year than the Bureau of the Budget
had anticipated; so that this $30 million
more was taken as a swipe at the addi-
tional $50 million carryover, in addition
to what appeared in the budget’s esti-
mated balance.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the Recorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman from
Missouri? 4

There was no objection.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, in
the report on H.R. 17787—page 55—Is a
direction by the committee that none of
the appropriated funds be available to
pay a Canal Zone differential in excess of
15 percent of the basic compensation.

I call the atfention of the House to the
fact that the basic legislation authorizing
payment of this differential was reported
originally by the Committee on Post Of-
fice and Civil Service and is within its leg-
islative jurisdiction.

I also call attention to the fact that
there is now pending in the ecircuit ecourt
of appeals an action by the Canal Zone
employees on this very point.

Under the circumstances, I suggest
that the inclusion of this language in the
report is inappropriate since the Appro-
priations Committee does not have juris-
diction over the subject matter.

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Mississippl as
much time as he desires.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I am
proud to serve on the Appropriations
Committee and particularly on this sub-
committee under the chairmanship of
our good friend, the gentleman from
Ohio, Mk Emrwan. I know that the
statements about public spending, made
by those who have me, are
sincere and from the heart. I could not
help but think, however, that now that
we have all of these problems facing us,
how much worse off we would have been
had it not been for the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. Kmrwan] who in earlier times
has stood here and fought to see that we,
in the stress of circumstances or agita-
tion, did not let our own country down,

As we consider this bill providing for
our own country, I cannot help but think
a little more about being here yesterday
when this body voted by a vote of 234 to
141 for an appropriation of $3.6 billion
in foreign aid—over my opposition, may
I say—practically all of which goes to
foreign governments, and they in turn
sell to their own people. I agree that to-
day we need to put first things first, and
we certainly need to hold down govern-
mental spending. But I do not believe in
cutting the necessary food to the same
degree that you forgo a vacation. I do
not believe that we can afford to let this
country, with fewer people to work and
with many, many problems, lack for at-
tention to flood control and development
because we are spending billions of dol-
lars on less worthwhile activities.
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PRESIDENT EISENHOWER'S VETO

May I say again that in 1959 we faced
this issue, and at that time, on the
second try, we overrode President Eisen-
hower in his veto of the public works
bill. We did that on my motion, with
the support of the gentleman from Ohio.

The reason given at that time for
vetoing the public works bill were that in
view of our serious situation, in view of
our commitments around the world and
in view of our involvements, we could not
afford 62 new starts to protect and de-
velop our own country. In the argument
on that motion, I used the President’s
own statement in presenting our case:

The very fact that we are involved around
the world, the very fact that we have this
war, the very fact that we have many ob-
ligations makes it imperative that we not
let our country go to pot when we can pro-
tect it.

OHIO-LAEE ERIE PROJECT

Mr. Chairman, one of the major ac-
tions taken by the committee was to pro-
vide planning funds for the Ohio-Lake
Erie project. This is a fine project with
great value to a nation that is expected
to have 340 million people by the year
2000. Not only is it important because
it will join the St. Lawrence Seaway and
the Ohio, but with the Tennessee-Tom-
bigbee Waterway from the Tennessee
River to the Gulf of Mexico we would
have about two-thirds of an inland
waterway from the Great Lakes fo the
gulf.

Our committee, in its report, made pro-
vision for the committee to initiate
planning on the Tennessee-Tombighee
Waterway from funds in this bill, as soon
as we have a favorable report which we
have urged the Corps of Engineers to
expedite. I know of nothing that would
be a greater lasting tribute to the work
of Mike Emmwan than this great inland
waterway.

TENNESSEE-TOMBIGBEE

Action on Tennessee-Tombighee navi-
gation: With regard to the Tennessee-
Tombigbee navigation project, one of
our major problems was the fact that in
November 1964, the Bureau of the Budget
suddenly changed the rules—after 140
years—and in determining the cost-
benefit ratio refused to credit to naviga-
tion projects the potential benefits of the
effect of water transportation on other
freight costs. After we developed these
facts during our hearings on public works
this year—volume 3, pages 1274 to 1325—
and after considerable delay, I am glad
to say the Budget Bureau returned to
the original formula, where such effects
are counted in the cost-benefit ratio.

Subsequently, the Corps of Engineers
was unable to complete its reanalysis of
the economic report in time for final
action by the committee. The commit-
tee has therefore provided the language
in the report which should gain us a
year's time. The language is as follows:

The Committee has had to defer actlon to
provide funds in the bill for the Tennessee-
Tomblgbee Waterway pending completion of
the current economic re-analysis being con-
ducted by the Corps of Engineers. The Com-
mittee urges that the study report be made
avallable at an early date and has approved
the use of such additional funds as may be
necessary to expedite its completion. Upon
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the availability of the final report for review
and approval, the Committee wishes to point
out that it would then be in a position to al-
locate available funds in the bill to resume
planning of the project during the current
fiscal year.

Approximately 253 miles in length, the
Tennessee-Tombigbee would provide a
major link in water transportation from
Lake Erie to the Gulf of Mexico. It
would be immensely valuable for the fu-
ture growth in national population, with
the resulting increase of industry and
need for transportation facilities. Low-
cost water transportation is so vital to
the industries most basic to economic
growth: petroleum, steel, ccal, chemicals,
electric power, and food products, for
exampla.

Under leave to extend my remarks I
shall go into further detail as to merits of
the Tennessee-1ombighee Waterway and
its relationship to the Ohio-Lake Erie
project.

I have a high regard for persons in
the Bureau of the Budget, but in the
yvears I have been here they have, on
oceasion, yielded to political pressure, or
at least so it seemed. At any rate, it
would be a serious mistake to leave final
decision to the Bureau of the Budget,
anonymous people whom you cannot find,
especially when we see them recommend
to the President that he make major
cuts in funds for REA, school lunch, soil
conservation, and other programs of the
Department of Agriculture—as they did
this year. We restored funds for these
programs, as we should have done, but
I say it would be a serious mistake to
let our country go to pot under present
conditions.

None of us on this commitiee has a
personal interest here. We wrote this
bill at the instance of our colleagues,
as the spokesmen for people in areas who
know what the needs are, with due con-
sideration for the Bureau of the Budget.
I hope, my friends, we will stay with the
committee as they proceed with consid-
eration of this bill.

CONGRESS EXERCISES ITS OWN JUDGMENT

Our committee heard testimony from
180 of our 435 colleagues in support of
projects, most of which were recom-
mended by the Bureau of the Budget,
though their submissions differed some-
what in detail from those of officials of
the Budget Bureau.

Though we have modified budget rec-
ommendations, in the overall we have
reduced the budgeted amount by more
than $50 million. At the same time we
have authorized 29 new starts in plan-
ning and 23 new starts in construction.
In addition we have made many restora-
tions in areas where we felt the budget
was not putting first things first. We
have made every effort to take care of the
needs of this Nation within reasonable
limits. After all we spend in this bill for
public works only about one-fourth of
what we spend trying to get a man to the
moon,

MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES

Since my colleagues have covered the
general provisions of this bill, I shall
discuss the Mississippi River and tribu-
taries and other projects in my general
area in more detail. Insofar as the Mid-
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south is concerned, we have restored the
$7,850,000 cut from funds available this
yvear for the Mississippi River and tribu-
taries. Thus, our action will provide the
same money for next year that we have
had this year. We must remember that
the Mississippi must take the brunt of
the flood problems of the entire Missouri
Basin, the Ohio Basin, plus the upper
Missouri Basin and others. The Mis-
sissippi River simply will not wait. If
we are to handle the flood problems of
the area, we must keep current in meet-
ing them; otherwise, you may create a
dangerous situation, and in the long run
it would prove to be far more expensive.
CROWDER, PADUCAH WELLS AND UPPER CHANNEL

Within the funds available, we have
provided $50,000 for the upper auxiliary
channels, $75,000 for planning road
crossings of the Panola-Quitman Flood-
way at Crowder and at Paducah Wells,
and $10,000 for planning on the Ascal-
more-Tippo Bayou project. Our com-
mittee in its report states: “It expects
that the requirements of local coopera-
tion on the Big Sunflower River project
shall be the same as those required in
the St. Francis and Yazoo Basins, pur-
suant to the 1946 Flood Control Act.”

RESERVOIRS

The bill provides further for expedit-
ing work on Gin and Muddy Bayous by
$100,000. The bill carries funds for the
development of recreation facilities at
Sardis, Enid, Arkabutla, and Grenada
Reservoirs; and may I say here I appre-
ciate the support of my committee in
getting the Corps of Engineers to re-
tract their earlier decision to charge for
the use of these reservoirs where no
special services are provided. It is my
understanding charges are being made
at three points, however, and the mat-
ter as to whether these three come with-
in the intent of the act is under study
by the legislative committee.

This restoration of funds includes
items I have mentioned and in addition
will more adequately take care of Mis-
sissippi levees, channel improvements,
the Memphis Harbor project, the west
Tennessee tributaries, the Yazoo Basin,
and other points in this area.

WATERSHEDS

Mr. Chairman, the counties of Alcorn,
Itawamba, Lee, Pontotoc, Prentiss, and
Tishomingo, have recently been added
to my districk. This is an area with
which I am very familiar, having many
ties there and having represented the
adjacent counties of Tippah and Union
through the years.

For this area, our subcommittee in-
creased funds for the Tennessee-Tom-
bigbee watershed by $100,000 to expedite
work, making a total of $850,000 avail-
able. This is of special value to Twenty
Mile Creek and to Itawamba County.
Other watersheds come under my Sub-
committee on Appropriations for Agri-
culture. These include the Tuscumbia
watershed in Alcorn County, the Chi-
wapa Creek, the Chuquathee, the Lappa-
tubby and the Upper Skuna watersheds
in Pontotoe County, the Town Creek and
the Chiwapa in Lee County, and the
Tuscumbia watershed in Prentiss County.
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In Itawamba and Tishomingo the prob-
lems are being met by projects men-
tioned. These are in addition to those
in my original district.

HATCHIE RIVER

We have provided $60,000 for the corps
to carry on its share of the planning work
with the Soil Conservation Service on
the Hatchie River in Mississippi and
Tennessee.

YELLOW CREEK

We have provided funds to initiate
construction of the Bear Creek project
and have urged the TVA to “continue its
cooperative tributary area development
program in the Yellow Creek area and to
provide all technical assistance possible
to the Yellow Creek Watershed Author-
ity, including agricultural resource de-
velopment, forest management, indus-
trial site management, and development,
recreation, and cooperative planning of
port facilities near the mouth of Yel-
low Creek.”

REA

Mr. Chairman, our Appropriations
Committee also followed the course we
have followed here in handling the ap-
propriations bill for the Department of
Agriculture.

In the bill my subcommittee and Sen-
ator HoLranD’s subcommittee, in addi-
tion to restoring certain programs,
agreed on increasing authority for crop
production loans by $50 million and for
rural electrification and telephone loans
by $187 million. This is authority to
make loans which will be repaid with
interest. With the shortage of labor,
the increasing need for electric power as
a replacement, and the need for in-
creased food production to offset infla-
tion, these loan funds are believed fo
be highly necessary.

We more than made up for these
increases by reducing other funds, leav-
ing a total of $28.5 million below the
budget request.

The President signed that bill into law,
though according to newspaper accounts,
he objected to a provision in the bill that
“would automatically bar American food
aid to any country engaged in trade or
shipping with North Vietnam.”

Here, as there, Mr. Speaker, the com-
mittee has put the protection and devel-
opment of our own country first, for it
is the base upon which all the rest must
stand.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit
further detail from the Corps of Engi-
neers on the Tennessee-Tombigbee
Waterway:
TENNESSEE-TOMBIGBEE WATERWAY, ALA. AND

Miss.
Summarized financial data
Total estimated Federal cost.. $263, 000, 000

Appropriations to date---—--- 1, 129, 000
Balance to complete. . —aoo.- 261, 871, 000

Amount that could be utilized
in fiscal year 1967 - - 11,000, 000

iSee the following:

Preconstruction planning... $184, 000
Detailed design 3186, 000
Complete planning... 500, 000

Authorization: 1946 River and Harbor Act.
Location and Description: The project is
located in west central Alabama and north-
eastern Mississlppl, in Marengo, Sumter,
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Greene and Pickens Counties, Alabama and
Noxubee, Lowndes, Clay, Monroe, Itawamba,
Prentiss and Tishomingo Countles, Missis-
sippl. The project consists of a 253 mile
long waterway for navigation connecting the
Tennessee River at mile 216 (Pickwick Pool)
with the Warrlor-Tombighee Waterway at
Demopolis, Alabama, 217 miles above Moblle
by means of 10 locks, 5 dams and a deep cut
through the dividing ridge between the two
river systems.

Proposed Operations: If the economic re-
analysis indicates a favorable benefit-to-cost
ratlo for the project, the amount of $1,000,000
could be used to inltiate project construc-
tion.

Justification: The Tennessee-Tombighee
project would provide a shorter, more direct
connecting waterway between the eastern
Gulf Coast and the Tennessee, Ohio and
upper Mississippl River valleys. The lowering
of production and marketing costs resulting
from this shorter and less expensive trans-
portation route would benefit a major seg-
ment of the nation's population. The five
reservoirs created by the project would pro-
vide significant recreation benefits to the
area, Thirty-eight counties within com-
muting distance of the project area have
been designated for assistance under the
Public Works and Economic Development
Act of 19656 (PL 89-136 approved August 26,
1965). Project construction and operation
would afford employment opportunities in
the area. An economic reevaluation is ex-
pected to be completed by February, 1967.

THE TENNESSEE-TOMEIGEEE WATERWAY

Mr. Chairman, throughout history,
man has strived to devise a shorter and
quicker method and an alternate way of
doing things. The idea of another way
has always presented a challenge to
man's thinking and a test of his inge-
nuity. The field of water transportation
has been no exception.

A navigation project which has stirred
the imagination of men for more than
150 years is the connection of the Ten-
nessee and Tombighbee Rivers, This new
waterway, which is the major missing

_link in the 10,000 mile inland waterways
of the midcontinent would provide a
shorter route to the eastern gulf, and
would open up a vast area to accelerated
economic and industrial growth. The
proposed route for the waterway will
also provide a tremendous fish and wild-
life refuge plus providing outstanding
potential for recreational development.

Frontiersmen of the Tennessee Valley
had the dream of a connecting link be-
tween the two rivers in the early 1800's,
and the idea has been kept alive through
the years by determined citizens who be-
lieved that a water connection between
the Tennessee and Tombigbee Rivers
would provide the missing link in the
great waterways of the Eastern, Middle-
Western and Southern TUnited States.

The proposed 253-mile Tennessee-
Tombigbee Waterway is one of the most
fascinating projects ever considered by
the Army Engineers for construction. It
1s a big, bold, exeiting venture that stim-
ulates vhe imagination of men. This is
true for two reasons: because of what
it will accomplish and because of what
it will involve to construct the waterway.

The proposed waterways presents an-
other challenge to a nation which is
being revolutionized by use of nuclear
energy. It presents the challenge of an
engineering feat because Tennessee-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Tombigbee could be a pilot project in
the use of nuclear energy in the excava-
tion of the land divide between the Ten-
nessee and Tombighee Rivers.

While the use of nuclear energy in the
construction of the waterway might be
considered not feasible economically, the
“divide cut” of the Tenn-Tom could serve
as a pilot project for the proposed new
Panama Canal. No project has been
found yet that can surpass Tennessee-
Tombigbee in this and most nuclear
scientists concede that such is a neces-
sity.

By connecting the north-flowing Ten-
nessee River near Pickwick Landing,
Tenn., with the south-flowing Warrior-
Tombigbee system at Demopolis, Ala., the
waterway would link mid-America's 10,-
000-mile-plus inland waterway system
with the southeastern gulf area and
bring sea and foreign markets as much
as 700 miles closer to much of the Na-
tion’s heartland.

It would connect the Mississippi, Illi-
nois, Missouri, Ohio, Cumberland, and
Tennessee Rivers into a navigable sys-
tem that would rival any of the highly
developed European systems of canals.
It would also provide a link to the pro-
posed Ohio River-Lake Erie Canal.

With our Nation's most important
space and defense installations in the
Tennessee-Tombighee area—Redstone
Arsenal in Alabama, Cape Kennedy in
Florida, the NASA test site in Missis-
sippl, and the space center in Houston—
the Tennessee-Tombighee Waterway
would provide, not only an alternate
route for the transportation of space
and defense vehicles, but would bring
them to their destinations much faster.

The Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway
would make possible a more economically
feasible method of low-cost transporta-
tion for agricultural and mineral re-
sources in the States adjoining the wat-
erway and those in the “fringe” and
tributary areas. It would provide in-
dustrial sites for manufacturers who
need an abundance of wafer. These
new industries would provide thousands
of jobs to people who can no longer make
a living in agriculture,

The waterway would provide an al-
ternate route to the Mississippi system
in case of disaster, low water, lock fail-
ure, floods, and other similar emergen-
cies.

DESCRIPTION

To connect the Tennessee River and
the Warrior-Tombighee system would
involve making over a large portion of
the Tombighee River and then creating
an almost entirely new waterway con-
necting it to the Tennessee. The pro-
posed waterway, when completed, would
be 253 miles in length.

A series of locks and dams would over-
come the difference in elevation from 70
feet at the Demopolis pool on the War-
rior to 412 feet at the Pickwick pool on
the Tennessee or a difference in eleva-
tion of 342 feet.

Specifically, the job of building the
Tennessee-Tombighee Waterway could
involve improving 170 miles of existing
river channel, building 45 miles of canal,
constructing 5 dams and 10 locks, and
making a 27-mile-long cut through the

September 21, 1966

dividing ridge between the Tennessee
and Tombigbee watersheds. It would
include the excavation of 112 million
cubic yards of material in the divide cut
alone and an additional 55 million cubic
yards of material in the river and canal
sections,

The waterway is authorized to be 170
feet wide and 9 feet deep, but indica-
tions are it likely will be between 250
and 300 feet wide, Consideration is be-
ing given this extra width in the present
restudy being conducted by the Corps of
Engineers., In the divide cut, the chan-
nel is proposed to have a depth of 12
feet and a width of 150 feet. Passing
places 240 feet wide will be provided at
intervals in the canal and divide sec-
tions.

The waterway will be divided into
three sections:

First. The river section from De-
mopolis, Ala., north to Aberdeen, Miss.,
with locks and dams at Gainesville and
Aliceville, Columbus and Aberdeen,
Miss., a distance of 162 miles,

Second. The canal section consisting
of a hillside lateral canal from Amory,
Miss., to Bay Springs, Miss., with five
locks from an elevation of 190 feet at the
Aberdeen Dam pool to 330 feet at Bay
Springs for a distance of 45 miles. This
canal section would bypass numerous
sharp bends of the east fork of the
Tombighee River and Mackeys Creek.
It will be constructed by excavations and
by building levees on one of its banks,
while the hill would serve as a bank on
the other side.

Third. The divide cut section from Bay
Springs, Miss. to the Pickwick pool on
the Tennessee River with an 84-foot lif¢
lock and dam at Bay Springs to lift traf-
fic from 330 feet to the 412-foot eleva-
tion of the Pickwick pool.

In order to cross the divide ridge it
will be necessary to excavate 90 million
cubic yards of earth requiring a mini-
mum centerline cut of 175 feet, and it
will be about 1,000 feet wide at the top.
The cut will have a minimum depth of
75 feet for 5 miles. The elevation of the
dividing ridge is 562 feet above mean sea
level.

Army Engineers, in cooperation with
the Atomic Energy Commission, are
studying the possibilities of excavating
the divide cut section by “nuclear crater-
ing,” the setting off of a string of small
nuclear explosives deep underground,
causing the topsoil to collapse, in the
free world’s first such use of nuclear
energy.

Preliminary reports show that the use
of nuclear energy in the “divide cut” will
not be determined economically feasible
but its use will be feasible from an engi-
neering point of view., This site is still
considered by many authorities the best
possible potential pilot project for the
proposed transisthmian canal which
has been recommended by President
Johnson for construction in the very
near future,

Cost estimates of building a new trans-
isthmian canal range from $215 billion
and up by conventional methods but only
$800 million by using nuclear devices.

Each dam on the waterway will raise
the waterway an average of 30 feet, ex-
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cept at the northernmost site at Bay
Springs where an 84-foot lift will be re-
quired to carry the waterway over the
divide and into the Tennessee River.
Locks will be of standard dimensions, 100
feet wide and 600 feet long, a size suffi-
cient to permit most barge tows to pass
in a single locking.

The river section between Demopolis,
Ala., and Aberdeen, Miss., will be short-
ened by 21 cutoffs reducing the present
river length by 31 miles.

Construction of the waterway, by con-
ventional means, will take about 8 years
and will begin on the southernmost sec-
tion with first work scheduled on the 36-
foot lock installation at Gainesville, Ala.
At Demopolis, at the confluence of the
Tombigbee and Warrior Rivers, there is
a lock and dam, which was completed in
1956, and it is now in operation. The
Tombighee River is navigable from De-
mopolis to the Gulf of Mexico at Mobile.

The locks are being so designed that
they are 13 feet over the miter sill which
would allow the construction of a 12-
foot-deep channel rather than a 9-foot
channel as authorized. It is believed
that when the waterway is built it will be
of this depth.

The waterway is planned for future
enlargement so as to accommodate larger
tows of deeper draft including perhaps
shallow-draft seagoing vessels.

All work will be supervised by the
Corps of Engineers with the Mobile Dis-
trict, South Atlantic Division, in charge
of the river section and the Nashville
district, Ohio River division, in charge
of the lateral canal and divide cut
sections.

In a study completed in June 1960, the
cost of the waterway was estimated to be
$281 million, and it is estimated to be
about $300 million at the present time,
because of rising construction -costs.
However, the new cost figure would pro-
vide a wider and better waterway than
the one proposed in the 1960 study.
Alabama and Mississippi would be re-
quired to finance about $18 million of the
total cost for the relocation of roads and
bridges over the waterway with Missis-
sippi bearing more than two-thirds the
required costs.

Currently there are no plans for the
production of hydroelectric power on the
waterway.

BENEFITS

The Tennessee-Tombighee Waterway
will provide benefits that would enrich
and create industrial growth throughout
a large part of the Nation. It will give
low-cost water transportation to com-
merce that flows from the interior of the
Nation to the gulf and points in between.
It would serve as an alternate route to
the Mississippi River in case of emergen-
cies, floods and disasters. It would move
the Nation’s space and defense vehicles
to their destinations faster. It would
open up large new areas for recreational
pursuits. The waterway would quicken
the pulse of a throbbing nation on the
move.

The Corps of Engineers has deter-
mined that 23 States will share in the
navigational benefits, with at least 55
percent of the economiec returns accru-
ing to States other than Alabama, Mis-
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sissippl, and Tennessee, thus establishing
the project’s national impact.

Annual commerce, as estimated by the
Corps of Engineers, is fixed at 12,481,000
tons, which will move over the waterway
at a savings of $13,484,000.

The waterway would connect the
southeastern gulf and the mideontinent
river systems. It would bring Tennessee
River ports upstream from Pickwick
more than 800 miles closer to salt water
ports. Nashville and Cumberland River
ports would be almost 400 miles closer
to seaports.

Noted economists have said that the
construction of the Tennessee-Tombig-
bee Waterway will attract many new,
heavy-type industries to locate along its
course. The increased commerce and
easier availability of raw materials
would provide an outlet to the sea for
finished products and would speed in-
dustrial development along the Tennes-
see River as well as parts of the Ohio,
Cumberland, and Green Rivers and other
water courses in Kentucky.

The waterway would be a favorable
factor in helping to correct the Nation’s
unfavorable balance of payments.

This industrial growth resulting from
the construction of the Tennessee-Tom-
bighee will be from new capital invest-
ment-type heavy industries which would
not exploit other areas by pirating their
plants. The manufacturers drawn to
the Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway to-
day would add to the overall industrial
expansion of all America. A clear ex-
ample of industrial growth along navig-
able streams is in Alabama during a re-
cent 6-year period, 75 percent of indus-
tries locating in the State have chosen
sites on or near navigable streams.

The project would enhance the re-
gional economy by encouraging the
stepped-up exchange of commerce, thus
promoting the Nation's expansion pro-
gram and putting more money into cir-
culation, thereby aiding underdeveloped
sections, including the lower portion of
the hard-hit Appalachian region.

In addition to industry, the Tennessee-
Tombighee Waterway could bring enor-
mous benefits to the agricultural interest
of the area. It would mean lower trans-
portation costs for raw materials used in
agriculture and provide a stimulus for
the lagging agrieultural economy in the
proposed tributary area.

Phosphate used extensively in fertil-
izers comes mainly from Florida which
produces three-fourths of the Nation’'s
output through vast deposits in central
Florida near Bartow, located about 40
miles east of the port of Tampa. This
phosphate could move in bulk into Ala-
bama, Mississippi, and Tennessee if the
low-cost transportation that Tennessee-
Tombigbee could provide were available.

In an area where the beef industry
potential is unlimited, the waterway
could provide a boost for cattle growers.
Grain in bulk could be shipped at very
low rates from the Midwest into Ala-
bama and Mississippi to “top out” feeder
cattle that are currently being bought
by Midwestern cattlemen and trans-
ported to the Midwest. The cattle are
then fopped out, slaughtered, and much
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of the meat is shipped back into the
South for sale at a higher cost to the
consumer.

Doane Agricultural Services of St.
Louis conducted a recent survey which
showed that more than 900,000 tons of
grain will move into 42 counties adjacent
to the waterway in Alabama each year
for consumption by the livestock and
poultry industries.

In an area rich in untapped mineral
resources, a lowcost mode of transporta-
tion as provided by the Tennessee-Tom-
bigbee could open vast new field of eco-
nomic endeavor. Geologists believe the
waterway will bring the fuller develop-
ment of many valuable mineral re-
sources, including tripoli, high-caleium
limestone, bentonite, bauxite, expand-
able shale, aggregate, various clays,
asphalt, gravel, copper, zine, and iron
ores in addition to coal, by making them
more competitive on the open market as
the direct result of cheap water trans-
portation. Many of these minerals are
now imported and some from overseas.

Such basic chemicals as sulfur, in-
dustrial salt, petroleum, and petroleum
products, largely produced along the gulf
coast could be shipped into the industrial
complexes in the Tennessee, Ohio, and
upper Mississippi Valley on the Ten-
nessee-Tombigbee.

The oil and chemical industry, which
relies heavily on barge transportation, is
in strong support of the waterway as an
incentive to regional development and
economic growth. Standard Oil which
has in operation a 100,000 barrel-a-day
refinery at Pascagoula, Miss., has a mar-
ket area coinciding with the direct trib-
gtar? area of the Tennessee-Tombig-

ee.

Other potential shipments include
sand, gravel, crushed limestone, pulp-
wood, logs, and iron and steel products.

The waterway could revitalize the east
Tennessee and Alabama coal industries
allowing the export of Tennessee Valley
coking coal through the port of Mobile.
Coal could move out of these two States
at a rate of 2 million tons per year for
export to foreign steel mills, probably
Japan, because Mobile is 1 full day
closer by freighter to the Panama Canal.
This means the shipper could save about
$1,600 per freighter. Several million
tons of western Kentucky coal now mov-
ing down the Mississippi for use in steam
electric generating plants on the eastern
gulf would move on the Tennessee-Tom-
bigbee at a savings.

The gulf coast suffers from a lack of
good construction type sand end gravel.
Vast deposits of good sand and gravel
are found near the Tombighee River in
northeast Mississippi and Tennessee
River in north Alabama and could move
along the river and to the gulf coast if
the waterway were constructed.

North Alabama has millions and mil-
lions of tons of limestone that could
move to the gulf coast for use as riprap,
crushed aggregate for construction,
building stone and many other uses.

Construction of the waterway could
push this country closer to a landing on
the moon in the accelerated space pro-
gram, The Saturn missile would be
1,200 miles closer to its launching pad at
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Cape Kennedy from the giant NASA fa-

cility in Huntsville, Ala. The waterway

could directly connect the Nation's four
most important space installations in

Alabama, Mississippi, Florida, and Texas.

The booster rockets built in Huntsville

are now transported 2,200 miles down the

Tennessee, Ohio, and Mississippi Rivers

to the Gulf of Mexico and around Flor-

ida to Cape Kennedy. The Tennessee-

Tombigbee could save money as well as

about 2 weeks time in the space program.

Jet fuel, now carried overland, could
be shipped much more economically by
the waterway to Columbus Air Force
Base and Meridian Naval Air Station in
Mississippi.

The great nuclear energy installations,
such as Oak Ridge, Tenn., could have
closer access to the sea.

The pools created by the dams on the
waterway would greatly increase all
water sports in the Tennessee-Tombighee
area - It would provide a safe, slack-

~water route for small craft and privately
owned pleasure vessels between Florida
and the Tennessee, Cumberland, and

Ohio Rivers at greatly reduced mileage.

The trip up the Mississippi River is haz-

ardous at certain times of the year for

pleasure craft due to swift currents,
flooding, floating debris, and ice in the
upper areas of the river.

Fishing would be a year-round activ-
ity and waterfowl hunting more reward-
ing especially since the waterway is ex-
pected to create a new flyway for ducks
migrating south.

Not to be overlooked are the many
other recreational opportunities such as
water skiing, speed boating, and just
plain picnicking.

THE TENNESSEE-TOMBIGEEE WATERWAY AND THE
LAKE ERIE-OHIO RIVER WATERWAY AS MU-
TUALLY SUPPORTIVE PROJECTS
The Lake Erie-Ohio River Waterway,

as a public works undertaking, is strik-

ingly similar to the Tennessee-Tombig-
bee Waterway in a number of respects.

Considerations which justify the one

tend very strongly, therefore, toward

justification of the other.

Both of these waterways are connect-
ing links between established navigation
systems. Both of them join with the
Ohio River system, the Tennessee-Tom-~
bigbee on the Tennessee River, a tribu-
tary of the Ohio, and the Lake Erie-Ohio
River project on the upper main stream
of the Ohio. Both of them connect in-
land communities with deepwater ports,
the Tennessee-Tombigbee with Mobile,
and the Lake Erie-Ohio River prnject
with Fairport Harbor and the port of
Cleveland. As connecting links, both of
these waterways will cross continental
divides between separate drainage basins
and possess, therefore, common engi-
neering and design features. Thus, the
justification of either of these two water-
ways establishes an initial presumption
favoring justification of the other.

The two waterways are, in fact, seg-
ments of a common long-haul waterway
system and might well be conceived as
twin features of a single program. Their
completion will establish an unbroken
waterway connection between Lake Erle
and the Gulf of Mexico. Shipment in a
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single vessel, without rehandling of
cargo, will then become possible for the
entire distance between Cleveland, Ohio,
and Mobile, Ala., or for any segment of
this distance. In addition, the Tennes-
see-Tombigbee will connect Mobile di-
rectly with the upstream Mississippi
River system, and the Lake Erie-Ohio
River Waterway will unite Cleveland and
northeast Ohio similarly into the upper
Mississippi.

The congressional approval of one of
these two waterways will strengthen the
position of the other. Eighty percent of
the cross-continental waterway between
Cleveland, Ohio, and Mobile, Ala., is al-
ready in existence—the Ohio, Tennessee,
and Tombigbee Rivers. Only the fwo
links are missing. Decisive action toward
completion of either one of these two
projects will leave the remaining one as
the sole missing link. The argument to
close a single remaining gap in the cross-
continental system is more compelling
than an argument to close one of two
remaining gaps.

The vital appeal of either of these wa-
terways is its role in a more extensive
waterway system. Both of them depend
for justification on large volumes of traf-
fic originating or terminating, or both,
on connecting waterways. The comple-
tion of either of these two waterways
adds greatly to the territorial extent and
number of shipping and receiving points
which might be served by the other.
Thus, completion of the Lake Erie-Ohio
River Waterway would introduce the po-
tential movement via the Tennessee-
Tombigbee notably of various mineral
products between the Warrior-Tombig-
bee Basin and Lake Erie. This potential
for the Tennessee-Tombigbee project
would constitute an additional point in
its favor. The converse argument may
be offered for early completion of the
Tennessee-Tombighee.

It may be noted that the greater the
distance of points which originate or ter-
minate shipments which transit the
Tennessee-Tombigbee from the actual
location of this waterway, the lessis it a
local or purely regional project, and the
more its benefits become nationally dis-
tributed. For example, shipments via
the Tennessee-Tombighee between Lake
Erie and the gulf coast would endow far-
distant communities with an interest in
this waterway. For a project financed
with Federal funds, the more broad the
geographical distribution of the benefits
over the extent of the Nation, the more
is Federal financing justified.

For these reasons, the Tennessee-
Tombighee and the Lake Erie-Ohio
River Waterway projects may be con-
sidered as entirely harmonious and mu-
tually supportive. Action to advance
either of these two lends strength to fa-
vorable action on the other.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr, Chair-
man, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. RogisoN].

Mr. ROBISON. Mr. Chairman, first
let me again acknowledge my pleasure
at the opportunity of serving on this
subcommittee and express, of course, my
gratitude to our chairman [Mr, Kir-
wan]1 for the courtesies extended to me
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as a junior member of the subcommittee,
and also my appreciation to my other
colleagues on either side of the subcom-
mittee aisle for their cooperation.

Personally, Mr. Chairman, with cer-
tain exceptions to which I might ad-
dress myself in a moment, I believe this
to be a pretty good bill, responsibly con-
sidered and carefully prepared. As the
report will show, and as has already
been explained, it is true the bill con-
tains funding for 24 unbudgeted new
construction starts, funding for begin-
ning 28 unbudgeted surveys, and for the
initiation or planning of 29 unbudgeted
projects. All of this is summarized on
page 5 of the report, if those who just
came into the room care to look at it.

In addition to these add-ons, it is
true that we have also gone above the
budget estimate on a number of budg-
eted items. In most cases, we have
come up to, or close to what is called the
“capability” of the Corps of Engineers
for that particular project. Since these
add-ons, and the additions to budgeted
items that we agreed upon, have already
been discussed, and since this is evidently
to become the focal point for such op-
position as there is to the bill, let us take
a closer look at our action.

Again, for those who were not here
earlier to listen to the previous speak-
ers, let me point out that the bill itself,
in calling for an appropriation of slightly
over $4.1 billilon does represent—even
with all these so-called “add-ons”’—a re-
duction in the overall budget estimates
of over $56 million. Also, if it has not
been mentioned before, the $4.1 billion in
the bill is over $214 million less than the
appropriations for all these same items
for fiscal year 1966.

It is true—as our colleague [Mr.
Davisl, has charged—that we did make
a reduction of approximately $64 million
in the budget estimate for the Atomic
Energy Commission whose needs, as
usual, represent by far the largest agency
item in our bill. Since our net reduc-
tion—and I stress the word “net’—is
only $56 million, then we have indeed
provided for about an $8 million increase
in excess of the budget estimates for the
remaining agencies in the bill.

But, Mr. Chairman, even acknowledg-
ing, as I certainly do, the heavy responsi-
bility this Congress is now under to get
Federal spending under better control—
and I agree this must be done—Iis it still
necessary for us to always use only the
President’s budget estimates as our one
and only guide?

Mr. Chairman, I for one believe that
the answer to that has to be “no”—at
least if this Congress, or any Congress, is
to preserve its right to review and, if
need be, to reassess the budgetary pri-
orities as handed down to it by the Chief
Executive and his Bureau of the Budget.

We have exercised that right and that
responsibilify earlier this year in con-
nection, for instance, with the school
lunch program, the special milk program,
funds for land-grant colleges and what
not. There may be other examples which
may come to your mind, but I believe we
should continue to protect that right and
to exercise that responsibility, even
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though it may put the President in a
position where, if he wishes to, he can
be critical of the Congress.

For, if our subcommittee—and then
the Congress—were only to consider and
approve budgeted items, and were always
to hold to budget estimates, then it seems
to me we would have accepted something
like a one-sided “no new starts” policy,
binding on Congress but not on the Pres-
ident, whereunder we would be totally
subordinating our judgment of the Na-
tion’s needs in flood control and so forth
to the President’s judgment.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROBISON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Arizona.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I am sure
the gentleman would not mind if at this
point we were to point out the fact that
the total bill, including appropriations
for the Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of
Reclamation, and the Atomic Energy
Commission, is some $56 million below
the budget estimates and $214 million
below the appropriations for these ac-
tivities for the past fiscal year.

Mr. ROBISON. I am glad the gen-
tleman has again pointed out that fact.

Mr, Chairman, those of my colleagues
who are here listening might assume,
from what I had been saying, that I am
the beneficiary, or that the people in my
congressional district are the benefici-
aries, of one of these unbudgeted “add
ons”’—either a new survey or a planning
or construction start. Bui that is not
the case. And, while I might disagree
with the relative priority of certain of
the “add-on” items vis-a-vis the overall
priorities of the tremendous job of water
management we have in this country, a
problem that gets worse as time goes
by, I would have to say, as the report
states on page 5, that I believe we did
our best, given the conditions under
which we had to operate, to make sure
that all these “add-ons” were of a high,
relative priority.

Let us consider, for instance, the new
and unbudgeted construction start for
the Chatfield Dam project in Colorado,
mentioned earlier today. I doubt if I
got more mail on all of the rest of the
items in the bill than I did on this one
project, all by itself, and the testimony
I heard on it convinced me that it is an
urgently needed project—needed now.

Or, as an example of an instance in
which we increased a budgeted item, one
was for a Potomac River project affect-
ing Washington, D.C. The budceted
item for advance engineering and design
on the so-called Bloomington Reservoir,
was $665,000, though the capability of
the corps was $1,265,000. When the
subcommittee “marked up” this item
there was great concern in this area, and
great doubt as to whether or not the Po-
tomac River would have sufficient water
in it to supply the needs of the people
of this metropolitan area. The subcom-
mittee in its wisdom increased that fig-
ure to the full capability of the corps,
as I believe we should have.

Another such item, of more parochial
interest to me, was the budgeted ‘tem
for beginning the so-called Northeast-
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ern U.S. Water Supply Study. This was
only $76,000, which I thought this was
ridiculously low, in view of the water re-
source problem faced by the citizens of
this drought-ridden area of our Nation.
The corps capability here again was
$325,000. Thanks to the action of the
subcommittee, this item was increased
to that amount, so that we can at least
make a more reasonable beginning on
this project.

Let me say in conclusion: Can this bill
still be cut? Can it be cut in a respon-
sible fashion? Should it be cut?

I believe the answers to all those ques-
tions are “yes.” I believe that this bill
should be cut by applying to it a some-
what modified version of what we have
all come to know the Bow amendment,
named after our friend from Ohio [Mr.
Bowl. The form that that amendment
might take in connection with this bill
would be to direct a reduction of 5 per-
cent across the board—and let me stress
that “across the board” concept—on all
the items or projects funded in this bill
except, perhaps, the items in title III for
the Atomic Energy Commission, which
agency's budget already has been rather
severely cut and which has such a rela-
tion to defense that I personally would
question whether we ought to cut it
further.

I believe this would be an entirely rea-
sonable proposition for each and every
one of us to aceept; that it is in the
national interest that this much of a
slowdown or a stretchout in the Fed-
eral construction programs financed
under this bill—in your district as well
as in my district, and in all the districts
of this Nation—be ordered.

Actually, when you consider that the
President is now trying to find ways and
means to make a 10-percent cut across
the board in all domestic spending, a 5-
percent cut here would seem to be too
reasonable, although I doubt that we
have the votes to hope to go any further
than that. 3

It may be said in answer to this prop-
osition that the bill has already been
cut severely by the subcommittee by vir-
tue of its having applied a little more
than what we might call normal “slip-
page,” a techniecal term which is more or
less explained in the report. Actually,
though, this was only a nominal addi-
tion to normal slippage, and available for
us fo take by virtue of the fact that we
are already 2 or 3 months into the pres-
ent fiscal year, so we knew what the car-
ryovers were better than we usually do.

I think the subcommittee did a pretty
good job in reducing this bill under nor-
mal circumstances, but I do not think
we are operafting under normal circum-
stances now. Nor has this bill been cut
beyond the point of normal fiscal re-
sponsibility.

Mr. Chairman, in summary I think
this bill should be cut further by the ap-
plication of an amendment along lines
I have suggested. I hope this commit-
tee will be given the opportunity to do it,
and that it will vote to do so at the ap-
propriate time.

Mr. Chairman, I have a few remain-
ing thoughts on this measure that I

23377

would now like to present for the com-
mittee’s consideration.

As we know—with the exception of the
funds for the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion, and even it is engaged in some use-
ful research work in connection with the
desalting of water—most of the other
moneys in this bill will be used in some
fashion, to promote the better utiliza-
tion, control, or conservation of water
which, as the Secretary of the Interior
reminded us “is our most indispensable
natural resource.”

As Secretary Udall further said, it is
certainly true, and tragically so, that:

We have been casual and careless about
(water's) management and use (but) . . .
there is a growing national awareness that
our water supply cannot be taken for grant-
ed, and that we must take every feasible
step to conserve and protect it.

Such a national awareness has, in-
deed, been overlong in coming, but it is
here, and it is reflected in the work of
our subcommittee as well as in the items
contained in this bill.

But, Mr. Chairman, I venture to sug-
gest that we have yet, as a government
or as a people, to develop a firm and bal-
anced, comprehensive national policy on
water resources.

One of the reasons why this is so—
probably the main reason—was sug-
gested by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. SayLor], some weeks ago,
when he inserted in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp—and this appears on page 20730
of the Recorp for August 25 of this year,
if you had not noticed it—a compilation
prepared for him by the Library of Con-
gress of the far too numerous Federal
agencies, bureaus, and whatnot having
some jurisdiction or responsibility over
some part of our national problems with
water.

As Mr. SavLor pointed out, the perma-
nent Federal agencies having such juris-
diction or responsibility are no less than
27, scattered in 8 different Cabinet de-
partments, plus 8 independent agencies
with some responsibilities. In addition
to this, there are three agencies operat-
ing within the Executive Office of the
President exercising responsibility in the
same field, making a grand total of 38
agencies each of which has some specific
responsibility for some aspect of Federal
water resource activity.

To this has to be added the work of a
variety of temporary committees and
commissions down through the years and,
of course, the water resource interest and
activity that is engaged in by Congress,
itself.

As Congressman SAYLOR noted, it is
little wonder that the water resource
field insofar as the Federal Government
is concerned, is “confusion compound-
ed"—and this is why I believe it is so
difficult to find that we have, yet, any
sort of firm, balanced water resources
policy.

Now, of course, the Water Resources
Council—which is a Cabinet-level agency
composed of the Secretaries of Agricul-
ture; Army; Health, Education, and Wel-
fare; and, Interior, as well as the Chair-
man of the Federal Power Commission,
and which was established by the Water
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Resources Planning Act of 1966—may
well become the one group out of whose
work such a national policy may develop.

Certainly, we can all hope so—for that
policy is badly needed.

Let me give you at least one example of
why: As you know, funds are included in
this bill for such agencies as TVA, the
Army Engineers, Bonneville Power Ad-
ministration and, of course, the Atomic
Energy Commission. All of these—and
others as well—are engaged in some way
with the development of waterpower fa-
cilities and projects for the production of
electric energy except the AEC which,
during our hearings, told us that the
sources for the development of electrical
energy by use of atomic power are
steadily growing.

At that point in the hearings, I at-
tempted to find out what—if anything—
was being done at some higher level of
Government to correlate these two po-
tential sources of electrical power so that
we on our subcommittee, at least, might
know that we were not going beyond
what the Nation would eventually need in
waterpower projects for the production
of electricity.

The answer I got was not very satis-
factory beyond the fact that some sort of
energy study was ordered a couple of
years ago, and that the study has been
a long time aborning because—to guote
from the witness for the AEC: “It has
been a very difficult thing to put to-
gether.”

Until that study is picked up and com~-
pleted—as I hope it will be—I would ex-
press the hope that those in charge of
deciding whether or not to build hydro
or atomic power sources with Federal
moneys would more directly relate their
activities, one to the other, than they
now seem to be doing through some vague
sort of informal “consultation” process.
Mr. Chairman, I believe this to be essen-
tial if our Nation is to be developed in
something other than a haphazard, and
probably wasteful, manner.

In a different area of concern, I also
believe the Congress should make a thor-
ough review of the method by which we
now determine the supposed benefit-cost
ratios of the types of projects for which
funds are provided in this bill, and espe-
cially for navigational or waterway proj-
ects with respect to which the Bureau of
the Budget switched signals on us be-
tween the end of our hearings and the
date of our delayed “markup.”

For this, and other reasons, I do have
reservations about the $500,000 unbudg-
eted item added in “markup” to resume
planning on the so-called Lake Erie-
Ohio Canal project in Ohio and Penn-
sylvania. However, this project has a
strong and convincing advocate in the
person of our subcommittee chairman so
that I assume it will survive any amend-
ments offered against it, today, even as
it survived subcommittee and full com-
mittee action. I would hope that next
year we would take a closer look at this
project and its economic justification.

I have reservations, too, about the
$800,000 we have allowed to continue
planning on the so-called Dickey-Lincoln
project, in Maine. As the report shows—
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page 49—we are Indicating here our in-
tention to have a further staff study
made of this project’s merits before going
on with it and I, personally, believe that
this study should be made before we
appropriate any more planning money
for it for, even if the staffi’s study casts
further doubts on its justification, it is
going to become increasingly difficult to
stop it.

Finally, I also have reservations—and
grave ones—about the $3,200,000 item in-
cluded in the TVA’s budget for the so-
called Tellicoe Dam and Reservoir, in
Tennessee. This project attains only a
very doubtful benefit-cost ratio without
the use of the questionable device of in-
cluding, as a benefit, the sum of nearly
$11 million to be obtained by TVA, at
some remote time in the future, as the
net proceeds from the sale of some addi-
tional acreage around this reservoir that
it plans to acquire for eventual industrial
development.

I think this is a questionable practice—
though there is precedence for it in TVA’s
Melton Hill Reservoir project, where the
device has yet to prove its true feasibility.

I cannot conclude without mentioning
my regret that, once again, we have made
no progress toward breaking that im-
passe which for years has stalled any
further progress toward completing the
Corps of Engineer’s plans for developing
the North Branch of the Susquehanna
River above the Triple Cities area in the
district I have the honor to represent.

However, there is money in this bill
to move substantially forward on the
corps’ resurvey of the whole Susquehan-
na River Basin—the authorization for
which stems from a resolution approved
by the Committee of Public Works on my
motion back when I served on that com-
mittee.

We can anticipate that, at sometime in
the near future, the corps will be in a
position to release at least an interim
report on its work on this resurvey—and
I hope that then we will have a chance
for all concerned to take a new and ob-
jective look at the need for those up-
stream structures that were authorized
on the Susquehanna many years ago but
never yet built, and I have received the
assurance of the chairman of our sub-
committee that he will be most willing to
do so during the hearings next year.

I trust we will be able to do this, for
there is a renewed interest in our Sus-
quehanna River—for which the outline
of a river basin compact has been draft-
ed, the same to be submitted to the leg-
islatures of the three States involved—
New York, Pennsylvania, and Mary-
land—sometime next year.

Mr. Chairman, for the residents of
this river basin the Susquehanna is a
great natural resource, but one that has
been sadly misused and abused. The
hour is late, but there is still time to
save this river of ours and to develop
it to its full potential, not only for those
privileged to live alongside it now but for
those generations yet unborn who, some
day, will have the opportunity to use and
enjoy it as we have not been able to do.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. ROBISON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Alabama.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to take this opportunity to
commend the Committee on Appropria-
tions and the distinguished and knowl-
edgeable gentleman from Ohio, Repre-
sentative Mixke Kirwan, and the mem-
bers of his subcommittee for the excellent
report and bill appropriating funds for
;;ggglc works projects during fiscal year

The committee was faced with the dif-
ficult task of weighing today’s public
works needs against the resources avail-
able at this time. In its wisdom, the
committee has brought out & bill which
reduces public works funds below the
level of the preceding year. I am sure
that the committee, as well as others in
this body, would prefer to see an increase
in this type of investment for the future
prosperity of our Nation. However, the
great demands on our public funds for
immediate defense efforts prevent the
desired level of participation in needed
public works developments.

I am particularly gratified by the man-
ner which the Appropriations Committee,
in its report, held open the funding of
the important Tennessee-Tombighee
Waterway. The report notes that the
committee, in the bill, had to defer action
on the request to provide funds for the
Tennessee-Tombighee Waterway pend-
ing completion of the current economie
reanalysis being conducted by the Corps
of Engineers.

The committee urges that the study re-
port be made available at an early date
and has approved the use of such addi-
tional funds as may be necessary to
expedite its completion.

The committee points out that upon
the availability of the final report for
review and approval, it would be in a
position to allocate available funds in the
bill to resume planning of the project
during the current fiscal year.

This favorable report by the committee
is very good news to the 23 States which
will share in the navigational benefits of
the Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway, a
proposed 253-mile waterway connection
to provide the vast midecontinent area
with a shorter, more economical route
to the eastern gulf and thence to de-
veloping foreign markets. Initiation of
construction for the Tennessee-Tombig-
bee Waterway will also be good news to
the other 27 States. As the distin-
guished gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Kigr-
wan] has pointed out so well, you do not
help 1 State without lifting the other 49.

The Tennessee-Tombighee Waterway
proposal has stirred the imigination of
men for more than 150 years. Itis more
exciting today because of what it will
accomplish in the way of accelerated
economic and industrial growth, for the
n;téloml defense and for improved recre-
ation,

The 253-mile waterway is the major
missing link in our 10,000-mile inland
waterways. The proposal involves 170
miles of channel improvements and 45
miles of canal construction.

Congressional action for this water-
way was first requested in 1810 by a
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group of residents in Knox County, Tenn.
Congress authorized study of the pro-
posed waterway in 1874, 1913, 1923, and
1932. The Corps of Engineers approved
the project in 1938. Congress authorized
the Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway in
the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1946.

The project was deferred in 1952 but
interest in this vital waterway continued.

The Public Works Appropriation Act
of 1957 authorized another restudy of
Tennessee-Tombigbee. This resulted in
a favorable report from the engineers.

In 1964, the Bureau of the Budget rec-
ommended that the Corps of Engineers
update the budget of the previous favor-
able report and funds were appropriated
for a new study in the 1965 appropria-
tions bill.

Additional funds for this study were
appropriated last year and the report is
now in the final stages of review by the
corps. It is this review to which the Ap-
propriations Committee referred in the
report on H.R. 17787 which we have be-
fore us today.

The favorable reception of the Tennes-
see-Tombigbee Waterway in the commit-
tee’s report is a tribute to the insights and
vision of the chairman of the Appropria-
tion’s Subcommittee on Public Works,
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. EIRwaAN].
He personally inspected the route of the
Tennessee-Tombighee Waterway in a
weeklong tour in November 1965. The
chairman noted that the Tennessee-
Tombigbee project must be constructed
for the continued growth of America. He
looks ahead to a truly great America of
tomorrow. He is one of the real builders
of a better America.

Supporters of the Tennessee-Tombig-
bee Waterway are pleased to have the
endorsement of the Appropriations Com-
mittee for the missing link in the Na-
tion’s midcontinent waterways system.

We are gratified by the report from
the committee and look forward with
great anticipation to the favorable study
report by the Corps of Engineers.

This important project has been too
long delayed and the whole Nation has
been the loser for the delay in construc-
tion of the Tennessee-Tombighee Water-
way.

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr, Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. Evins].

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Thank you,
Mr. Chairman.

I had not intended to speak on the
overall provisions of this bill, because I
think the measure has been rather fully
covered by the distinguished chairman
of our committee and others. I would
like to associate myself with the mem-
bers of the majority of our committee
who support this bill in its entirety with-
out reduction or without being cut. I
want to commend the distinguished
chairman of the subcommittee, Chair-
man Kirwan, for his patience and his
diligence and his great work. We think
this is a good bill. We think this bill
represents an investment in America.

Mr. Chairman, let me also commend
to my colleagues of the House our com-
mittee report, which is a most extensive
report, and which will answer all or

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

most of the questions that you may have
on this bill. There are nine members of
our subcommittee, and I believe that we
are almost unanimous, with perhaps one
or two exceptions, in urging the House
to support the committee bill and to
support the committee report. By way of
comparison, in summary, as was pointed
out, it is much less than the foreign aid
bill that the House passed yesterday,
which does not have any critical benefit-
cost ratio established at all. It is much
less than the NASA bill for our space
exploration program, which annually
soars to approximately $5 billion an-
nually. Again I say that this bill repre-
sents an investment in America. It car-
ries an appropriation of $4,110,942,000.
This is a reduction of $214.5 million from
fiscal year 1966. So we have cut this
bill already by more than $214.5 million.
It is $56 million less than the budget
recommended. Now, you may say how
can you do that and have it less than
the budget recommended and still have
new starts. The committee exercised
its own judgment and did what we
thought was right. We did not let the
people downtown or the Bureau of the
Budget write the ticket for us. We have
added some items which we thought
were of a higher priority and we have
cut and reduced others which we did
not think were of such high priority.
This is a committee bill and represents
our collective judgment. There are three
volumes of hearings on the table here
having some 4,000 pages of testimony,
with several thousand witnesses. There
were 100 Members of Congress who ap-
peared before our subcommittee recom-
mending that items be included in this
bill. We did add 24 unbudgeted new
construction starts. As has been pointed
out by the chairman earlier, all of these
projects, with one exception, are small.
The new starts are small in amount of
money and will be funded over a long
period of years. In other words, the
projects approved are small in amounts
of funds needed. We have approved 28
unbudgeted planning starts. Now, why
should we not plan before the Vietnam
crisis is over? We should plan to have
these projects ready to move into con-
struction so at the time when they are
needed we will have them available. We
approved some 28 surveys and there were
requests for hundreds of surveys to be
made. Surely we can provide for surveys
throughout this great country of ours
this year.

The Panama Canal proposal has not
been discussed here today. This sur-
vey calls for a sea-level canal. This bill
carries $4 million for this study together
with the work which the Atomic En-
ergy Commission in its “plowshare’ pro-
posal will perform on this matter to see
if it cannot be built at a reduced cost.

Mr. Chairman, there is the total of $2
million in carryover funds. So, the
Corps of Engineers will have some $6 mil-
lion for the sea-level canal study by the
Panama Canal Commission.

‘While we will discuss today the Ohio-
Lake Erie Canal project—included in this
bill—I look forward to the time when
our committee can and will provide sub-
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stantial appropriations to begin con-
struction of the Tennessee-Tombighee
Canal which will contribute greatly to
the inland waterway system of America.

We are providing some funds for plan-
ning in the bill we are discussing today
but this project—I repeat—eventually
will contribute greatly to the inland wat-
erway system of our Nation.

Again, Mr. Chairman, I state to the
Committee that we should not cut this
bill and I urge that all members of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union support the commit-
tee.

Mr. Chairman, reference has been ear-
lier made to recreational expenditure.
However, permit me to point out that
wherever there are recreational appro-
priations carried in this bill they are de-
signed to be applied on a local matching
contributional basis and for reimburse~
ment. They are, in effect, I O U’s.

In other words, we have contracted
with the cities and others to reimburse
this expenditure upon this basis for
which we are proposing appropriations
therefor.

Mr, Chairman, the authorizing legis-
lative committee, again, has said that we
have reduced this by $56 million below
the budget.

Mr. Chairman, we urge the support of
all members of the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union
of the Committee on Apnropriations.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I shall be
happy to yield to the gentleman from
Oklahoma.,

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman,
I want to compliment the gentleman and
the members of the committee, as well as
the full Committee on Appropriations, for
the statesmanlike approach which they
have taken to the problem of water re-
source development in the United States.

Mr. Chairman, I certainly want to com-
mend them for not simply rubberstamp-
ing the Bureau of the Budget decisions
downtown. I believe the Committee on
Appropriations has done the right thing
in making these decisions with inde-
pendence in this legislative field. They
have cut the budget substantially while
recognizing merit in some projects which
for one reason or another did not win
administration backing.

Mr. Chairman, it is my opinion that
the committee has done an outstanding
igﬁ and I wholeheartedly support this

The funds which are provided today
for continuing the Arkansas River de-
velopment program are more important
to the economic growth and health of the
Ozarks region than any possible poverty
program or regional economic legislation.

This is the bill that assures for millions
of Americans along the Arkansas River
an equal break in the competitive age in
which we now live.

With navigation, control of flood water,
and abundant water storage—all essen-
tial parts of this great program—the peo-
ple of the Arkansas River Basin can see
the industrial development and job op-
portunities that have marked the Ohio,



23380

the Tennessee, the Columbia, and the
other great river basins of America.

Congressman Mixke KIRwaN, as chair-
man of the subcommittee in charge of
this bill, will rank forever as one of the
great builders of America, through the
statesmanship and foresight which he
has brought to water development.

For people who will be served by the
new Shidler Reservoir, for which plan-
ning money is provided in this bill, the
legislation means the difference between
growth and progress in the future, or in-
definite stalemate due to a chronic water
problem.

This program not only means an esti-
mated 5,000 jobs for workmen engaged
in construction, but tens of thousands
of jobs of a permanent nature in the
years ahead.

I wholeheartedly support the commit-
tee bill, and urge its approval.

Mr, EVINS of Tennessee. I thank the
gentleman from Oklahoma for his
remarks.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Of course
I yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr, TUNNEY. Mr. Chairman, I
think that the Public Works Subcom-
mittee of the Committee on Appropria-
tions has come out again, with a typi-
cally fine bill, balancing the needs of our
Nation against the avoidance of un-
necessary public expenditure.

Mr. Chairman, I would like par-
ticularly to publicly express the respect I
have for the chairman of that subcom-
mittee for his wisdom and vision based
upon my observations during the 2 years
in which I have come to know him in
the Congress of the United States.

Mr. Chairman, flood damages pre-
vented by the Corps of Engineers projects
has reached a new high of $1.5 billion
during fiscal year 1965. The committee
estimates that over the years the accu-
mulative flood damages prevented by all
corps projects already exceeds $14 bil-
lion.

That much remains to be done is un-
deniable. Last year, Riverside County
in California was hit by heavy rains and
resulting flood damage was high. In
fact, the county was declared a national
disaster area. The city of Palm Springs
was particularly hard hit.

In this bill today is a $100,000 plan-
ning grant for the Tahquitz Creek flood
control project in and around the city
of Palm Springs. This project, when
completed, will alleviate many of the
fears of Palm Springs residents about
future floods.

I want to thank the members of the
House Appropriations Committee for
their foresight in approving funds so
that the Tahquitz project can begin. I
hapewthat the House will approve this

Mr, CALLAN, Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Of course
I am glad to yield to the gentleman.

Mr. CALLAN. Mr. Chairman, as a re-
sult of a power failure out in Nebraska,
general interest has developed in a 345~
kilovolt powerline from Fort Thompson,
8. Dak., to Grand Island, Nebr,
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Mr. Chairman, this request was made
after the committee had held hearings.
However, I had discussed and talked with
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
Evins] about this project.

I would now like to ask the gentleman
if it might be possible for us to consider
this powerline in the supplemental ap-
propriation bill later, after this bill is
passed

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee., Mr. Chair-
man, I know that the gentleman from
Nebraska [Mr. Cairan] has spoken to
me and to other members of the com-
mittee about this project. However, the
request came after the hearings of the
committee were closed.

However, there is a substantial appro-
priation requested. It has not been
budgeted. Therefore, it has not been
possible to consider it. However, if the
request is seasonally presented, I am sure
the Committee on Appropriations would
be pleased to entertain the request.

Mr. KEE. Mr.Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I yield (o
the gentleman from West Virginia.

Mr. KEEE. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr, Evins]
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to highly com-
mend the members of the Commitiee on
Appropriations for their excellent work.

Mr. Chairman, I highly commend our
valued friend, the gentleman from Ohio,
Congressman MicHAEL J. KIRwAN, chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Public
Works Appropriations, and the members
of his committee for their dedication and
thorough manner in conducting the
hearings prior to reporting HR. 17787.
Therefore, I rise to enthusiastically sup-
port this measure exactly as reported by
the committee.

Mr. Chairman, I equally oppose the
amendments which Mr. Davis has an-
nounced that he will offer.

For example, in one of his amend-
ments he proposes to delete several new
construction projects which have been
approved by the full Committee on Ap-
propriations and are included under the
provisions of H.R. 17787. This list in-
cludes the R. D. Bailey Reservoir, which
is located on the Guyandot River in
Wyoming County in the Fifth Congres-
sional District of West Virginia. The
committee has recommended an expendi-
ture of $800,000 in order that construec-
tion may be started during fiscal year
1967 for this vitally needed flood con-
trol protection project. The ultimate
cost of the R. D. Bailey Reservoir is esti-
mated to be $82,600,000.

Mr. Chairman, I respectfully call to the
attention of my colleagues the fact that
this project has been found qualified in
every respect and it does have a favor-
able benefit-cost ratio. It would appear
to me that the R. D. Bailey Reservoir
which, when completed, will afford ade-
quate flood protection in an area of 117
square miles in the entire Guyandot
River Basin and other justified projects
should be constructed at the earliest pos-
sible moment. The residents in this and
similar areas who have been plagued by
constant flood losses are deserving of this
flood protection.
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Therefore, I strongly recommend that
H.R. 17787 be approved as recommended
by the Appropriations Committee.

Thank you.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I yield to
my colleague, the distinguished gentle-
man from Massachuseits [Mr. BoLaNp].

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. RopiNo] may ex-
tend his remarks at this peint in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I re-
gret very much that the public works
appropriations bill before us today does
not include the $250,000 requested by my
distinguished colleague the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. JoeLson] to re-
open the Beverly National Cemetery in
New Jersey and to keep open four na-
tional cemeteries now scheduled to be
closed in fiscal year 1967. It is shock-
ing to realize that brave young Ameri-
cans who have sacrificed their lives for
their country in Vietnam are now being
denied the right’ of burial among their
comrades in our national cemeteries. I
hope it will still be possible to amend the
bill to include these urgently needed
funds. This is the final honor and
tribute a grateful Nation owes to our
fallen servicemen who have defended our
security and the cause of freedom
throughout the world.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I yield to
my friend, the gentleman from Minne-
sota [Mr. NELSEN].

Mr. NELSEN. Mr, Chairman, I want
to congratulate the members of the Ap-
propriations Committee for their pains-
taking efforts which are evident in the
report of the public works appropriation
bill of 1967. The committee has suc-
ceeded in cutting through much of the
fat of the administration’s requests with
the result that over $65 million has been
trimmed from the 1967 budget estimates.
At a time when this country is faced with
growing inflation, it is important that
the Congress face its responsibility in
eliminating all unnecessary Federal
spending.

The committee should be especially
commended for its work in the field of
flood control. The report notes that con-
trol projects of the Army Corps of Engi-
neers and the Bureau of Reclamation
prevented flood damage estimated at
more than $2.3 billion in 1965. Cver the
years corps projects alone have pre-
vented more than $14 billion in flood
damages, which is more than twice the
amount of money allocated for flood con-
trol. The long-range economy of these
projects is most gratifying.

I am pleased to note that this bill in-
cludes $150,000 for comprehensive plan-
ning purposes for the Minnesota River
Valley. This valley covers nearly 17,000
square miles of which 14,000 are in Min-
nesota with the rest in South Dakota
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and Iowa. There are 206 incorporated
municipalities in Minnesota within the
river's watershed. The area is inhabited
by almost half the population of the
State, and some of the best farmland
is found there. The area has tremen-
dous untapped potential from both eco-
nomic and recreation standpoinis. As
the scope oi this potential became evi-
dent to the residents of southern Min-
nesota, the State legislature was con-
tacted for assistance and counsel. The
Minnesota River Valley Development In-
terim Commission, in cooperation with
the legislative research committee sub-
mitted a report to the legislature in
January 1965. The report expressed the
desire of interested individuals and the
interim commission to assist in and
cooperate with a hasin study to arrive at
the best use of all resources of the area.
This local initiative is commendable.
However, to fully comprehend the scope
of the organizational difficulties involved
in a project of this sort, it is necessary
to remember that over 20 Federal agen-
cies, about 30 State agencies, private
agencies, and many organizations and
groups, and the utilities and news media
are all involved in one way or another.

When the magnitude of the proposals
became known, it was decided to con-
tact the Federal Government for advice
and assistance. After being in contact
with several local citizens and groups, I
presented a statement on April 30, 1964,
before the House Appropriations Sub-
commitiee on Public Works in support of
a request for funds for a comprehensive
swvey of the Minnesota River Valley.
Prior to that time there had been broad
and general authority for such a study
in the form of a House Public Works
Committee resolution adopted in May of
1962, which requested a review of previ-
ous findings of the Chief of Engineers.
In 1964, I asked that former studies be
updated with a view to determining the
advisability of further improvements in
the Basin for navigation, flood control,
recreation, and other related land and
water resources. In that statement I
pointed out that in order to avoid waste
and duplication of effort it is necessary
that a basic overall study be made. The
subcommittee, and subsequently the Con-

gress, granted the requested $50,000 for
* the study.

In April and May of 1965, the Minne-
sota River Valley was struck by the most
devastating flood in 84 years. The Office
of Emergency Planning estimated that
the valley suffered some $43 million in
damages from these floods. Only the
quick action of many wvolunteers pre-
vented additional damages estimated at
$34 million. After this disaster it was
obvious that the project would have to
be speeded up to prevent a recurrence of
the tragedy. We went to work. Appear-
ing before the Public Works Committee
for the second year in a row, I asked that
the survey time of the Corps of Engineers
be reevaluated, and that consideration be
given to the utilization of outside private
and public agencies under the overall su-
pervision of the Corps. I remarked that
the only feasible means of ultimate flood
control is to be found in comprehensive
measures directed toward headwaters
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drajnage management, control of run-

soil management, upstream water
1mpoundment. channel improvements
and sanitation controls. When the Pub-
lic Works Act of 1965 was signed by the
President, it contained $150,000 for ex-
panding and accelerating the Minnesota
River Basin project.

The 1965 act also included an item of
$100,000 in planning funds appropriated
to the Corps of Engineers for the flood
control project on the Minnesota River
at Mankato and North Mankato. This
appropriation was in accordance with
the project authorization which was
passed by the Congress in 1958. During
congressional consideration of the omni-
bus flood contrel and rivers and harbors
authorization bill last year, I was suc-
cessful in securing the adoption of an
amendment, the purpose of which was
to modify the flood control project at
Mankato-North Mankato. This amend-
ment authorized the Corps of Engineers
to take info consideration flood control
work being done by the local municipali-
ties as an offset against the requirement
for local contributions as set forth in the
original project authorization. The city
of Mankato found it necessary to con-
struet certain flood control features dur-
ing 1965 as protection against possible
flooding in the spring of 1966 and future
years. Since the corps had not yet
commenced its construction project, it
became necessary to provide that the
cost of local construction in 1965 be
taken into account in the corps’ project.
There is no request in the present bill
for additional planning funds for this
Mankato-North Mankato preject in this
fiscal year. Due to technical problems,
project planning has been delayed, but
I have been assured by the corps that
the appropriation for the 1966 fiscal year
will be sufficient for planning activities
during the 1967 fiscal year.

The groundwork has been laid. The
Minnesota Basin study is part of the
upper Mississippi River region study
which is one of 18 regional studies com-
prising a nationwide program of com-
prehensive basin surveys being under-
taken on an interagency basis to provide
general guides to future water resources
development. This study must be con-
tinued to provide protection against the
devastating floods such as those which
ravaged the area last year and to provide
a solid basis for the continued economic
development of southern Minnesota.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
RuoDES].

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Washington [Mrs, Mavy].

Mrs. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
extend my -congratulations and eommen-
dations to the members of the Appropri-
ations Committee and particularly to the
distinguished chairman of the Public
Works Appropriations Subcommittee, the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Kmmwan] for
whai I consider to be a good public works
appropriations bill.

I know the committee had a most dif-
ficult task this year because the admin-
istration’s recommendations for individ-
ual projects reflected some serious under-
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funding in many areas, but at the same
time recommended funding for some
projects which might best be deseribed
as of questionable urgency or decidedly
controversial nature. The committee's
task was to rewrite the administration's
proposed program =o as to present to the
House a realistic bill which meets our
national needs and obligations snd yet
is noninfiationary. I believe the com-
mittee has admirably fulfilled its respon-
sibility in both instances.

The bill before us involves a total ap-
propriation which is $56,141,000 less than
the administration proposed. At the
same time, it recognizes deficiencies in
the administration’s proposal which, if
allowed to stand as had been proposed
by the administration, would have seri-
ously curtailed some vital construction.
The Columbia Basin project in the State
of Washington is an excellent example.

In this case the administration’s pro-
posed budget would have stopped entirely
any new construction of this now half-
completed project. The administration’s
recommendation was entirely unrealistic,
especially at a time when our Nation is
being called upon to assume a leading
role in the world food and popuiztion
crisis and in which the crops from rec-
lamation projects are expected to play
an increasingly important role.

The bill before us today reflects an
increase of $2.5 million over administra-
tion recommendations in the area of new
construction on the Columbia Basin proj-
ect. I commend the chairman, the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. Kmwanxl, the
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. Ruobes],
and the entire committee for this action
that makes it possible for us to continue
orderly development of this important
reclamation project.

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. MAY. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, I am
delighted that after a year of acrimoni-
ous debate and confusion of facts that
the full Appropriations Committee, in its
wisdom, is seeking a full and open study
of the proposed Dickey-Lincoln School
hydroelectric project in Maine.

In this time of spiraling inflation and
growing Federal expenditures such a
move for a study could not be more ap-
propriate. It is my judement that the
rapid strides of progress in the nuclear
power field will make it more than evi-
dent next year, when we will be called
upon to make a further decision on this
project, that the project should not be
built. I have recently submitted to the
House various newspaper articles sup-
porting this contenton.

There has been a near-revolution in
the ecomnﬁes of the nuclear power
business, and that has never been more
evident than the selection by the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority, a Federal agency
with access to low-cost funding, of a large
nuclear powerplant,

Fuarther evidence is the faet that, to
quote Prof. Manson Benedict of Mas-
sachusetts Institute of Technology:

In the last few months of 1968, 40 to 50

percent of all new power generating uapm:ﬂ:y
in the United States has been nuclear,
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have been 29 large nuclear powerplants
placed on order in the past 2 years. Some
20,000 megawatts of electrical capacity. This
is about 10 per cent of the entire generating
capacity of the United States at the present
time.

Such impressive statistics can lead one
only to the conclusion that the electric
industry in the New England area has
been right when it has been insisting
before our committees that nuclear
power, along with efficient conventional
plants and pumped-storage electric
plants, is the answer to the area’s prob-
lems. They are, at this very moment,
backing up that opinion by spending a
billion and a half dollars for just such
sources of power. This, I believe, con-
firms that there is no need for additional
Federal spending in this area.

However, now that we are to have a
complete examination of the Dickey-
Lincoln project by the Appropriations
Committee staff, all of the evidence will
be heard, including that of the Atomic
Energy Commission, the Federal Power
Commission, and the private companies
as well. When all of that evidence is in,
the Congress will finally be in a position
to reach a decision on this project.

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
SerLpeN], whatever time he wishes.

Mr. SELDEN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KIRWAN]
for yielding to me.

I would like to take this opportunity to
express my appreciation to the distin-
guished chairman of the Public Works
Subcommittee [Mr. Kmrwan] and the
chairman of the Appropriations Commit-
tee, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Mason] for their foresight in approving
funds for Alabama’s river projects. The
passage by the House of the legislation
under consideration will assure that
orderly construction on the Warrior-
Tombigee and the Alabama-Coosa River
systems continues on schedule.

Mr. Chairman, we in Alabama are also
indebted to the chairman of the Public
Works Subcommittee [Mr. Kmrwan] for
taking time out from his busy schedule
last year to visit our area to personally
inspect our waterway projects. The
people of Alabama sincerely appreciate
his interest in the navigation projects of
our State.

Included in the public works appro-
priation bill are the following funds for
projects on the Warrior-Tombighee
Waterway: $3 million for the Holt Lock
and Dam, $1.3 million for the John Hollis
Bankhead lock and dam, and $26,000 for
flood control investigations. Also in-
cluded in the measure are funds for the
following construction projects on the
Alabama-Coosa River system: $7.5 mil-
lion for the Claiborne Lock and Dam, $3
million for the Jones Bluff lock and dam,
$13.56 million for the Millers Ferry lock
and dam, and $800,000 for channel work
on the Alabama River.

Mr. Chairman, in addition to the above
projects, House Report No. 2044, which
accompanies the public works appropria-
tion bill now under consideration—H.R.
17787—contains the following language:

The Committee has had to defer action on
the requests to provide funds in the bill for

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

the Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway pending
completion of the current economic reanal-
ysis being conducted by the Corps of Engi-
neers. The Committee urges that the study
report be made available at an early date
and has approved the use of such additional
funds as may be necessary to expedite its
completion. Upon the avallability of the
final report for review and approval, the
Committee wishes to point out that it would
then be in a position to allocate available
funds In the Bill to resume planning of the
project during the current fiscal year.

Mr. Chairman, if I interpret the above
language correctly, it states that upon
approval of the pending Engineers’ re-
port, the committee then will be in a
position to allocate funds available in the
bill to resume planning on the Tennes-
see-Tombigbee Waterway during the
current fiscal year. Since I am hopefully
optimistic that the Corps of Engineers
report will be favorable, the language in
House Report No. 2044 is extremely en-
couraging to those of us who have worked
through the years to secure from Con-
gress the funds necessary to begin this
vital waterway.

Since, then, there is the possibility
that planning on the Tennessee-Tombig-
bee can be resumed during the present
fiscal year, I wish to call to my col-
leagues’ attention the vital importance
of the Tennessee-Tombighee Waterway
and to point out that our Nation—and
not Alabama only—has a big stake in
connecting the Tennessee and Tombig-
bee Rivers.

While I am intensely interested, of
course, in the great economic benefits the
waterway will bring to my neighbors at
home, this body should be aware that 76
percent of the traffic would terminate
outside of Alabama and that 69.9 percent
would originate outside of Alabama.

The giant share of the economic bene-
fits, then, would accrue to other States.
Moreover, our Defense Department and
space program will enjoy substantial
beneflts when these great rivers are con-
nected.

The Tennessee-Tombighee Waterway
would make the Tombigbee navigable
from the Gulf to where it would connect
with the Tennessee. Vessels entering
the Tombighee at Mobile could make
their way all the way to Pittsburgh, as far
west as Omaha and Sioux City, as far
north as Minneapolis-St. Paul, to Chi-
cago and the Great Lakes, and numerous
other points.

By closing this relatively tiny gap
divorcing two great rivers, the Nation’s
economy and citizens from a farflung
portion of the country would benefit.

It is as if the Almighty had built an
interstate highway thousands of miles
long and connected it with other nature
bestowed highways, then said to His chil-
dren: “Use them as you wish, but to enjoy
the full benefit, finish 253 miles of it
yourself.”

I earnestly hope the Congress will see
fit to enhance the Nation’s interest in
the river highways God has given us by
adding this portion—this connecting
link—ourselves.

While the completed waterway is of
national importance, west Alabama will
reap benefits from the project almost
from the day construction begins. Con-
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struction will start at the lower end,
so that the Gainesville lock and dam
will be built first. Other facilities near
Aliceville and Columbus, Miss., will fol-
low. The construction of these multi-
million-dollar works will require the em-
ployment of hundreds of workers and
pump new life into dozens of west Ala-
bama communities.

And the waterway will also be opened
to navigation in the lower reaches while
work is still in progress in north Mis-
sissippi. Thus, the fertilizer, grain, and
paper industries of west Alabama and
chemical plants in the Columbus area
will have access to a navigable channel—
serving Tuscaloosa and Birmingport to
the northeast as well as Demopolis, Mo-
bile, and points on the Gulf Intracoastal
Waterway—within 3 or 4 years after
start of construction. It will take 8 or
10 years, of course, to finish the entire
project.

When we speak of waterway improve-
ments, thoughts of particular cities and
industries come to mind. We see a great
increase in employment in many cities,
which is good. Yet, the Tennessee-
Tombigbee link will enhance the value of
thousands of miles of useful waterways
by providing a much-needed connection
between major segmente of the waterway
system. As a consequence, the farmer,
housewife, the businessman, industry,
and commerce will all share in the
benefits.

Not only would this be a crucial link in
the 10,000-mile network of midcontinent
rivers, but the new water transporta-
tion advantages would directly induce
industrial expansion along river banks
in four States—Alabama, Mississippi,
Tennessee, and Kentucky. The U.S.
Army Engineer district in Mobile, on
whose study I base the assertion that the
Nation as a whole would enjoy economic
benefits exceeding that of Alabama, has
reported that 3.6 percent of the traffic
would originate in Mississippi and 4.8
percent would originate in Tennessee,
and these same States would have 10 and
19 percent, respectively, of the terminat-
ing traffic.

The low-cost water transportation for
raw materials and finished products that
would result from this project is, as an
economic certainty, bound to expand
commerce. This would mean increased
dollars for the economy. Those dollars
would go to consumers in the form of
lower prices—of each dollar paid for an
item, 20 cents goes to transportation of
the product—and workers, industry, and
farmers would enjoy the lower shipping
rates. The list is endless. It is virtu-
ally impossible to find the person who
would not benefit, in some way.

This project is no new idea. For more
than 150 years, men have dreamed of
improving and connecting the Nation's
great resources of inland waters, with
which Alabama is richly endowed. By
making useful the natural river highway
that almost connects the Tombigbee with
the Tennessee River, Congress can do
much, in a permanent and lasting way, to
combat, the evils of underdevelopment
and the resultant unemployment.

The U.S. Corps of Engineers estimates
that, by connecting the Tennessee and
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the Tombigbee, the annual commerce on
the system would be about 12%, million
tons with total yearly benefits of nearly
$13.5 million.

These dollars would find their way in-
to widely scattered cities in at least 19
States along the waterways of mid-
America. With new and expanding in-
dustry and greater employment, count-
less localities would enjoy broader tax
bases. Undoubtedly, the costs of wel-
fare benefits would diminish.

This, broadly, is what putting barges
and towboats on this strip of water would
accomplish for a wvast region—and, to
some degree—the whole of the United
States.

Alabama records show that during the
1950’s $500 million was invested in new
and expanded industrial plants along the
Tombigbee and Warrior Rivers. This is
remarkable in itself, but it stands as a
mere indicator of the flood of private
dollars that would be released for indus-
trial expansion, not only when the proj-
ect is completed, but the moment it is
assured. Heavy industry would not wait
out the years when the locks and dams
are being constructed, moving north up
the waterway from Gainesville, but the
effects would be felt almost immediately.

I place no strain on truth when I say
that investing the estimated $281 mil-
lion—of which almost $19 million would
be incurred by local interests for relo-
cation of highways, bridge construction
and other adjustments—would be at least
as great an investment in the prosperity
of our people as any other Federal pro-
gram that has come before this body
since I have been a Member.

The project would provide a 9-foot
channel, with a minimum width of 170
feet, extending from Demopolis on the
Warrior-Tombigbee to Pickwick Lake on
the Tennessee River. Locksin the water-
way will be 800 feet long and 110 feet
wide, permitting barge tows of standard
size to pass without breaking formation.

Four of the 10 locks and dams will be
placed in the 168-mile river section be-
tween Demopolis and Amory, Miss.
There will be five locks on the 45-mile
canal section immediately to the north.
The divide section providing the Tennes-
see River connection will have one 84-
foot lift lock and dam.

This would complete the waterway,
rising from 73 feet above sea level at
Demopolis to 412 feet at the Pickwick
Pool elevation. The Southeastern Gulf
area would then be connected with the
10,000-mile river system of the mid-
United States. It would shorten the dis-
tance from Tennessee River cities to the
Gulf of Mexico by nearly 700 miles. The
distance from Cumberland River cities,
such as Nashville, to the Gulf would be
reduced by 300 miles.

These shorteuts will, of course, re-
duce transportation costs for all users
who must move their products through
these cities and to the Gulf.

A study by business research analysts
from three universities—Alabama, Ten-
nessee, and Mississippi—tells us that $5
billion has been invested in new industry
in the direct Tennessee-Tombighee trib-
utary area since 1950. We cannot gage
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the ultimate harvest of dollars the econ-
omy will sustain from this project.

Industry is already mushrooming
along these waters but the rate will in-
crease rapidly when this project is ap-
proved. This would be new capital from
large industries that would not exploit
other areas. The type of industry that
seeks waterway locations is the type that
contributes to the overall economy.

In the section of Mississippi where
the proposed waterway runs, 116 new
industries representing an investment of
$16 miilion have already located and 19
others have expanded during recent
years.

Among the diverse benefits to the Na-
tion’s space and defense efforts is the
fact that the Saturn missile, constructed
in Huntsville, Alabama, will be 700 water
miles closer to its launching site at Cape
Eennedy, and the Nation will have an
alternate inland route to the Gulf in the
event of military necessity.

The Corps of Engineers estimates that
conservation and recreation benefits of
$419,000 will increase the commercial
benefits resulting from the project to al-
most $14 million annually. Pools created
by the dams will provide water sporis
and recreation facilities for tens of thou-
sands of people.

Further enhancing the space program'’s
interest in this project is the location,
on waterways, of the National Aeronau-
tics and Space Administration’s installa-
tions concerned with designing, testing,
fabricating and launching missiles.
These are the Marshall Space Flight
Center at Huntsville, on the Tennessee
River; Michoud Operations at New Or-
leans, on the Gulf Intracoastal Water-
way; Mississippi Test Operations in Han-

County, Miss., on the Pearl River
and the Kennedy Space Flight Center at
Cape Eennedy on the Atlantic Intra-
coastal Waterway.

The Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway
occupies a strategic position by offering
a direct water link between Huntsville
and the other three installations. A sav-
ing of one-third in time and travel be-
tween Huntsville and Cape Kennedy
would be affected by the project. By
present water routes, they are 2,140 miles
apart; the distance would be reduced to
only 1,420. Engineers estimate this
would save $8,000 to $13,000 per trip, and
numerous trips are made annually.

The Tennessee-Tombighee project
would also save 650 miles in the trip from
Huntsville to Michoud or Mississippi Test
Operations.

Having an alternate route for the mis-
sile barges would be especially desirable
in time of war. But the peacetime ad-
vantages of an alternate route were illus-
trated by the recent instances of lock fail-
ure on the Tennessee and low water of
the Mississippi.

The importance of transportation by
water and other means during time of
war is elementary to all. We can recall
the frantic building of the Alaskan High-
way in the early days of World War IT,
and the Tennessee-Tombigbee would also
take on significant, grim urgeney should
ge Nation again be confronted by threat
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The construction of the Tennessee-
Tombighee Waterway would have con-
siderable impact on agriculture in Amer-
ica’s heartland. A new annual demand
of 2.28 million tons of grain from the
Midwest would result from the Tennes-
see-Tombighee project, the Doane Agri-
culture Service of St. Louis has reported.
This grain purchased from the farmer in
the Midwest would be used in the Middle
South. Any relief that can be afforded
the farmer, who has long been caught in
the jaws of a cost-price squeeze is, of
course, most welcome.

The commercial effects are also nu-
merous. Coal is one example. More coal,
possibly from north Alabama, would be
used to generate electricity. Alabama
coal of coking quality would go into for-
eign trade—affecting at least fo some
degree the balance-of- deficit.
A mining consultant has estimated that
at least a million tons of this type would
be sold abroad each year when the water-
way project is completed.

‘The new water link would make many
other products of this region competitive
in the open market by greatly reducing
transportation costs. These include ben-
tonite, oolitic limestone, tripoli and simi-
lar minerals, as well as the finished prod-
ucts of mills and factories.

I would not commend this project to
the Congress simply for recreation pur-
poses, but the incidental result of creat-
ing many beautiful, impounded lakes
should not be overlooked. Preservation
of recreation areas is crucial today and
will become critical as the population
continues to grow. But these lake areas
will ever be a haven for the conserva-
tionist, the hunter, fisherman, boater,
camper, and all who enjoy water sports.
As our society becomes more urbanized,
and it can take no other direction, these
oases of pleasure will be a legacy of this
Congress to unborn generations.

It is for these reasons, and the spe-
cifics of the advantages mentioned are
too numerous to detail today, that this
project has widespread support through-
out the many affected States and a broad
breadth of support from economists and
others who see it as a stimulant to the
Nation's prosperity.

An interstate compact composed of
Alabama, Kentucky, Mississippi, and
Tennessee is urging this project. It has
a mutual assistance pact with Florida.
Many waterway development organiza-
tions—the Mississippi Valley Association,
the Ohio Valley Improvement Associa-
tion, Tennessee River and Tributaries
Association, and the Mississippi Rivers
and Harbors Association, among others—
are supporting this project.

Tennessee-Tombigbee is also compati-
ble with what is generally called the war
on poverty. It would offer a major
breakthrough for many areas with
troubled economies, It would put many
men to work in the underdeveloped Ap-
palachian region. The Tennessee-Tom-
bigbee direct tributary area includes 60
counties in the east Tennessee portion of
Appalachia. The economic snowball
that would be caused by bringing dollars
and employment to these counties would
roll big and for a long distance from the
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water itself. Many tax recipients now
on welfare would become taxpayers in-
stead.

The late President Kennedy heard the
words “pork barrel” wrongfully pinned
on certain waterway programs in which
the entire Nation holds a vested interest.
In October of 1963, when he visited Ar-
kansas to dedicate Greers Ferry Dam,
President Kennedy replied to such criti-
cisms.

The President, whose voice was so soon
to be forever silenced, answered the crit-
ies with a question. He asked:

Which 1s more wasteful, to let the land lie
arid and unproductive, and resources lie un-
tapped, while rivers flow unused—or to trans-
form these rivers into natural arteries of
transportation, reclamation, power, and com-
merce with billion dollar benefits?

Mr. Kennedy continued:

These projects protect and create wealth—
new industries, new income, new incentives
and interests. And the wealth they assure to
one region becomes a market for another—so
that the benefits of this project also help
those who manufacture automobiles in De-
troit, and those who produce steel in Pitts-
burgh (and Birmingham too, I would think)
and those who make shoes in Massachusetts
and Tennessee.

President Kennedy, just days before
he was assassinated, had agreed to hear
our plea for Tennessee-Tombigbee funds.
He had visited the area only 8 months
previously and had expressed greaf in-
terest in the possibilities of a canal to
the sea.

The advice of Daniel Webster is as
sound today as in his own time:

Let us develop the resources of our land,
call forth its powers, build up its institutions,
promote all its great Interests and see
whether we also, in our day and generation,
may not perform something worthy to be
remembered.

This project will, indeed, be remem-
bered by the men who receive jobs and
the human dignity incident to employ~
ment; by their children who know the
pain of want; by the farmer who will
earn more; by the consumer who will pay
less; by the vast regions where the eco-
nomic benefits will be affected directly;
and by the families who enjoy the by-
product of recreation benefits years after
we have passed from the scene an# other
men occupy these seats and ask them-
selves: what, in the year 1966, did Con-
gress accomplish? The answer can be:
“Very much”—if this is the year Tennes-
see-Tombigbee finally gets a green light.

The estimates presented today are not
abstract theories. They have stood the
stern test of experience. Canalization of
the Ohio River, from its origin at Pitts-
burgh to its junction with the Missis~
sippi, was completed in 1930 when the
Corps of Engineers estimated future ton-
nage at 13 million tons per year.

But time proved the Engineers’ esti-
mate to be extremely low. Commerce
moving on the Ohio increased from 10
million tons in 1930 to 80 million tons in
1960. Just since 1950—and this is even
more significant—more than 350 major
industrial plant locations or expansions
have been recorded on waterside sites
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along the Ohio River at an estimated
capital outlay of more than $22 billion.

This is dollars-and-cents proof of
the wisdom of Tennessee-Tombigbee,
Where else can our Government, for so
long concerned with the prosperity of
her citizens, make a wiser investment?
Literally thousands of jobs and the wel-
fare of countless families are at stake
in this project. Not only jobs now, or
5 years from now, but jobs for unborn
children who would otherwise crowd
cities already burdened with unemploy-
ment. This two-way highway will open
a new market for any number of prod-
ucts for mid-America.

The project is more than worthy in it-
self, but I must note that we look with
no disfavor on suggestions that nuclear
demolition be used to dig the divide-cut
section. The Corps of Engineers has ex-
pressed interest in employing this device.

Using nuclear demolition techniques
at home has a secondary advantage of
promoting favorable worldwide opinion.
It would be a dramatic demonstration
of the employment of nuclear energy for
peaceful purposes. Moreover, if we must
build a new canal to replace or supple-
ment the Panama Canal, use of nuclear
energy will effect a savings of many mil-
lions of dollars there. Wherever and
whenever we build this interoceanic
canal, which is certain some day, it will
of geographic necessity be outside our
own borders. If we have already used
nuclear energy in construction projects
inside the United States, our Central
American friends should have fewer
qualms about using the same fearful but
effective energy to build a canal through
their region.

Both time and need have met on this
issue. We can greatly enhance the econ-
omy of our Nation and the prosperity of
our people with the Tennessee-Tombig-
bee project, and we can effect great sav-
ings through the practical use of energy
previously associated in the public mind
only with disaster, tragedy, fear, and
tears.

I said earlier that the Tennessee-Tom-
bigbee survey was authorized. The proj-
ect was rejected then, mainly on the
basis of a question posed by the engineer
who conducted the survey: “Whence is
the trade to come that will support it?”
The Nation was recovering from a ter-
rible eivil war; there was little industry
and few farm crops. The project lay
dormant for many years.

Other surveys were made and several
possible routes were considered, After
weighing all factors, including the move-
ment of potential commerce, the U.S.
Corps of Engineers concluded that the
best route was to join the Tennessee and
Tombighee in northeast Mississippi,
where the dividing ridge is only about 150
feet above Pickwick Pool and has very lit-
tle rock.

That is precisely what we propose in
the Tennessee-Tombigbee project.

After conducting half a dozen more
surveys, Congress finally authorized the
project in 1945, Babies born when the
Congress first authorized the project are
voters today. But appropriations were
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not forthcoming, and a restudy was un-
dertaken in 1956.

This was the most painstaking, thor-
ough examination of the waterway ever
made. The final report was not pre-
sented until 1962. This report showed the
Tennessee-Tombigbee project economi-
cally feasible, and it was officially de-
clared ready for construction.

Our Nation’s policy of improving our
rivers as a commonsense investment in
nature's great gift of river highways
dates back to the Northwest Ordinance.
It has been enunciated again and again
by our statesmen, including Abraham
Lincoln who made a forceful speech on
Federal improvements when he sat, as a
Congressman, as we do today. Presi-
dents of the United States whose philos-
ophies of government were as diverse as
Herbert Hoover and Franklin Roosevelt
have both spoken with fervor in favor of
improving our waterways.

I can think of no further assurances
that man could devise that would better
show the wisdom of this project than
what has already been demonstrated
again and again, and only briefly re-
viewed by me today.

Without reservation, I commend this
project to the Congress.

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Utah [Mr. KinGl
whatever time he desires.

Mr. KING of Utah. Mr. Chairman,
the State of Utah and other States of
the Rocky Mountain West have reason
to be very grateful for the provisions of
the bill before this Committee, and par-
ticularly grateful for the distinguished
chairman [Mr. Kirwan]l, who has come
out to Utah and who has familiarized
himself with our problems. He has been
fair and equitable in every way. This
bill appropriates $7,500,000 for imme-
diate construction of the Bonneville unit
of the central Utah project, as well as
$99,500 for advance planning on the Jen-
sen unit, and $188,350 for the Upalco
unit. For Utah this is a great leap for-
ward. The central Utah project recent-
ly celebrated its 10th anniversary, hav-
ing been authorized in 1956. As of to-
day, however, none of its principal units
have passed beyond the planning stage.
The money here appropriated will enable
the dirt to fly, and actual construction to
commence. This, in turn, will bring
water to parched soil, and electric power
to fill the power needs of burgeoning
communities. Ten years of legislative
effort find culmination in this bill. This
is a red-letter day for Utah. I thank
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Kirwan]
and the committee members for making
it possible.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. RoupeBUSH].

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Chairman, I
asked for this time so that I could pose
some questions to the distinguished
chairman of the committee relative to
the Big Pine Reservoir in Indiana. This
project has been authorized by the
House of Representatives and the Con-
gress of the United States. It is a very
worthwhile project, and has an excellent
economic feasibility. It is a key project
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in the water control problem that we
face in the Wabash Valley, Big Pine
River being a tributary of the Wabash.
I wonder if the chairman could tell me
why funds were not allocated to this
most necessary project in Indiana? The
project has long been studied by the
Corps of Engineers and provides an
excellent natural site for a reservoir.
Its economic ratio feasibility is splendid,
and the communities involved strongly
support its immediate construction.

Mr. KIRWAN. There was no budget
request for the project. Of the limited
number of unbudgeted items that the
committee could add to the bill, Indiana
got three. I am sorry we could not do
better than that, but that is ¢he best
we could do.

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman, and I would direct further
remarks to the chairman of the commit-
tee. I understand there is only so much
money to be spent for water control
projects. I am grateful that the com-
mittee saw fit to include funds for the
Greenfield Bayou levee project, which
is in the district that I currently repre-
sent. But I must admit a great deal of
regret that the committee could not see
fit to include also initial funds for Big
Pine Reservoir, because this reservoir is
an important project to the whole sys-
tem of water and flood control for the
Wabash Valley.

Mr. EIRWAN. We will certainly give
the project every consideration in future
bills.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. I am happy to
yield to the gentleman from Arizona.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I want to
say for the record that the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. RovpeBusH] has been
very diligent in pushing for this project.
Certainly I share the opinion of the gen-
tleman from Ohio, the chairman of the
committee, that in the future we will
try to look at all worthwhile projects
such as this with favor. My great re-
spect for the gentleman from Indiana
will certainly enhance the favor with
which I regard Big Pine. He is a val-
uable Member of Congress.

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. I certainly thank
the gentleman. I would like to remark
further that on several occasions I have
appeared before the committee in behalf
of this project, Big Pine Reservoir; the
Wabash Valley Association, which has
been very diligent in studying the water
problems of the Middle West, also has
utilized a great deal of effort in support
of Big Pine. I regret the lack of funds
for initial work on the project and hope
that it will not be further delayed.

Mr, KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
whatever time he may consume to the
gentleman from North Dakota [Mr.
REDLIN].

Mr. REDLIN. Mr, Chairman, I rise
to express my deep appreciation to the
distinguished chairman, the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. Kmwax], and the mem-
bers of his committee for the excellent
way in which this bill has been brought
before this House, and particularly for
including in it a great new start for water
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development in North Dakota by provid-
ing funds for the Garrison diversion
project. I am also very pleased that the
bill contains funds to complete the Bow-
man Haley Reservoir project.

The development of our water re-
sources is most important at 1ll times
to maintain the strength of our Nation.
North Dakota is proud to be a part of
this great national effort.

I urge my colleagues to support the
public works appropriation bill of 1967
without amendment.

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentlewoman from Washington
[Mrs. HANSEN] as much time as she con-
sumes.

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I would like to commend the
chairman of the Committee on Public
Works and the members of the subcom-
mittee who have worked so diligently to
recognize the needs of some of our dis-
tricts whose economies are not based
upon defense, but upon the development
of natural resources, and depend upon
shipping and the development of our
rivers and harbors to solve their prob-
lems.

From the district which I represent
we give you our deepest appreciation for
your understanding and your kindness.

Mr. KIRWAN. I thank the gentle-
woman.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I have no
further requests for time, and I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may require to the gentle-
man from Colorado.

Mr. McVICKER. Mr. Chairman, may
I express the appreciation of Colorado to
Chairman KirwaN and the committee?
As the distinguished gentleman from
Utah [Mr. Kimvg], has said, all of the peo-
ple located in the Rocky Mountain area
have the deepest appreciation for the
courtesies and the expenditure of time
and interest that members of this com-
mittee and its distinguished chairman
have shown in understanding the prob-
lems that we have.

Certainly, we know what floods are,
with the experience we have had in Colo-
rado last year. We have every reason to
know what this bill can mean to the fu-
ture of our area as it embodies the Chat-
field Dam. Certainly the gratitude of all
those in Colorado should be expressed to
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Krwan]
and his committee.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to join some of my other colleagues
in commending the Appropriations Com-
mittee for the action that it has recom-
mended to the House on the Dickey-Lin-
coln School project.

By ordering a full, complete, and in-
dependent study of this project they
have vindicated my motion for such a
study last year and have once again sup-
ported the action last year of the full
House in voting for my study motion. I
have only several brief further comments
to make at this time.

I am confident that a study conducted
by the Appropriations Committee staff
will include any and all sources of in-
formation. I assume that they will seek

23385

out a number of Federal agencies for
facts, including the Federal Power Com-
mission, the Federal Reserve Bank, the
Atomic Energy Commission, the Com-
merce and Treasury Departments as well
as the Interior Department and the
Corps of Engineers. I assume as well
that the full investigatory powers of the
committee will be used to seek after in-
formation from the private electric com-
panies of the region and any other
sources of pertinent information.

I am certain as well that the full pow-
ers of the committee staff will be used in
thoroughly examining alternative meth-
ods of producing this power such as large
conventional electric plants, atomic pow-
er plants and pumped-storage electric
plants that are now well underway in
the New England area as part of the pri-
vately-financed $1% billion building pro-
gram of the investor-owned electric
companies, who incidentally paid $177,-
000,000 in taxes last year.

Mr. BURKE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this legislation, I want to
commend the distinguished chairman of
the subcommittee, the gentleman from
Ohio, the Honorable MicHAEL KIRWAN
and the other members of the Appropria-
tions Committee for doing a good job.

I want to thank the members of the
House Appropriations Subcommittee on
Public Works for allowing $190,000 in
the omnibus public works bill for plan-
ning for the Weymouth Fore and Town
River Project. The budget request for
this project was $90,000. In my testi-
mony before the Public Works Subcom-
mittee during hearings on the bill, I
urged an increase in planning funds for
Weymouth Fore and Town Rivers be-
cause the Army Corps of Engineers had
indicated that it was in the position to
accelerate planning of this project.

Mr. POFF. Mr, Chairman, the Gath-
right Dam, to be constructed on the up-
per reaches of Virginia's James River,
is not specifically included in the fiscal
year 1967 budget. However, it must not
be thought that the Gathright Dam is
some sudden, fanciful, frivolous project,
conceived as an afterthought by some
overzealous civic-minded ecitizen organi-
zation.

Mr. Chairman, the Gathright Dam was
authorized by this Congress two decades
ago. Restudy and redesign, which have
consumed much of the intervening pe-
riod, have only reinforced the original
judgment of the Congress. Increased
population, increased water utilization,
increased water pollution, and increased
drought conditions have combined to
make the project not merely feasible, not
merely desirable, but absolutely essential.

In the past, there has been considera-
ble organized and unorganized opposi-
tion to this project. There still remains
some. However, with the inecreased
needs and the new design features, most
of the opposition has been withdrawn or
abandoned. Indeed, some of its most
vigorous opponents have become some of
its most enthusiastic advocates.

Accordingly, Mr. Chairman, I urge that
this House ratify the action the Commit-
tee on Public Works has taken and re-
tain the appropriation item which will
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enable this project to take its first giant
step forward.

Mr. SATTERFIELD., Mr. Chairman,
I rise in support of HR. 17787. I can
think of no projects that we will consider
in this Congress entitled to greater
priority than those contained in this bill,
especially those which are essential to
the relief of the serious shortages of ade-
quate water supply to metropolitan com-
munities.

I wish especially to call to the atten-
tion of Members one item in particular
which is vital to the people of my district
and, for that matter, to a large portion of
the population of Virginia. I refer to the
item appropriating $1.5 million to com-
mence construction of the Gathright
Dam, which will insure relief to those
who rely upon the James River as their
source of water.

Our problem in Virginia is not pri-
marily one of an insufficient annual sup-
ply of water, but rather one of an irreg-
ular supply, with the result that we are
besieged, on the one hand, by damaging
floods and on the other by a critical lack
of water in times of drought. Only by
controlling the average flow of water by
artificially retaining the surplus when
it is available we can hope to solve the
problem that confronts the James River
basin.

Already the flow of the James River at
Richmond has at times practically ceased
and stagnant pools then created not only
constitute a health hazard, but support
the growth of microorganisms which fre-
quently spoil the taste of drinking water
during these critical periods. Present
projections indicate that within the next
half decade the inereased demand for
water, as a result of population growth
alone, will create for our metropolitan
area an emergency due to a lack of water
for consumption and, more seriously per-
haps, a lack of water for sanitary and
other needs. Although efforts are at-
tempted to reflect by numerical desig-
nation the relative value of some proj-
ects, I believe we will all agree that no
such measurement can reflect with any
degree of accuracy the basic needs of
people. It is on this basis that we have
sought this facility and because time is
running out for us, I ask the Members
of the House to act favorably upon this
bill and to leave these needed funds
intact.

Mr. McDOWELL. Mr. Chairman, the
bill before the House will provide funds
for national cemeteries. Unfortunately
that does not go far enough. Efforts
were made here in the House to have
a small sum of $250,000 appropriation
added to this measure for the express
purpose of reopening Beverly National
Cemetery in New Jersey and to keep
open four other national cemeteries
scheduled to close in the next few
months. Two of these four are major
cemeteries in California, the only two
national cemeteries serving the Cali-
fornia area. These efforts were sup-
norted by the Veterans of Foreign Wars,
the American Legion, the Disabled Amer-
ican Veterans, the Catholic War Vet-
erans, the Jewish War Veterans, and the
Veterans of World War I.
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Beverly National Cemetery In New
Jersey served the State of Delaware
until it was closed in February of this
year. Since Beverly closed, this House
should know that 31 of our dead from
Vietnam have been denied burial in that
cemetery. This number is continuing
to grow each month as the war goes on.
No more than six of these dead of the
conflict in Vietnam were subsequently
buried in Arlington National Cemetery.
The families of the other 25 were forced
to accept the denial of the honor due
these men and they were buried in
private cemeteries.

The $250,000 appropriation sought to
reopen Beverly would have put an end
to this injustice to our honored dead.
It is tragic that in a bill of this magni-
tude, which provides millions of dollars
for less worthy purposes, no place could
be found for a provision that would end
the discrimination that has taken ef-
fect with the closing of Beverly. The
closing of Beverly affects servicemen and
veterans and their families who have
their homes in Delaware, Pennsyl-
vania, and New Jersey. Servicemen from
these States are effectively denied burial
in a national cemetery near their homes.
At the same time there are national
cemeteries in other areas that will re-
main open for the next 50 years.

Mr. Chairman, the national cemetery
problem must be solved. Until it is pos-
sible to bring an end to the present
closure policy of the Executive, it is in-
cumbent upon the Congress to insure
that no further inequities be built into
the system. I would hope that before
this Congress goes home, action will be
taken to reopen Beverly National Ceme-
tery, and keep the other cemeteries open
as well.

The Veterans of Foreign Wars have
sought this action and they have been
supported all the way by the other vet-
eran organizations in a united front. The
New Jersey congressional delegation has
pressed for correction of the grave in-
justice I have reported to you and they
have been supported by colleagues from
Pennsylvania and, I may say, from Cali-
fornia. Unfortunately, the day is not far
off when the dead who are returned from
Vietnam for an honored burial will not
find a last resting place in the national
cemeteries in California, as is now the
case with Delaware’s war heroes at Bev-
erly National Cemetery.

An indication of the eoncern among
veterans organizations with respect to
the national cemetery crisis is seen in the
fact that at the recent national conven-
tion of the Veterans of Foreign Wars in
New York no less than 21 resolutions
were approved which dealt with the need
for solving this growing problem.

I understand, Mr. Chairman, that
there may have been a reluctance to ap-
prove the requested $250,000 appropria-
tion for Beverly National Cemetery and
for Fort Rosecrans and Golden Gate
National Cemeteries in California be-
cause of the possibility that such action
might encroach upon the functions of
legislative committees. Mr. Chairman,
there is no merit to this concern. The
Secretary of the Army is fully authorized
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to establish and to expand national ceme-
teries according to need.

The need is clear, and the need is great.
This House may yet have an opportunity
to act to reopen Beverly, and to act with
justice. If and when that time does
come, I would urge all of my colleagues
to give their support to this worthy pur-
pose. We speak often of rights these
days, Mr. Chairman. A man who gives
his life on the battlefield in Vietnam has
a right to be buried in a national ceme-
tery. Some of these brave men have been
denied that right. And there is no end
in sight to this injustice until and unless
this body acts.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 17787. This bill car-
ries funds for many projects which are
now under construction, for new starts,
and for planning. This bill probably
takes more criticism than any bill that
comes before us, being referred to as
“logrolling,” “pork barrel,” and many
other unfiattering names. However, I
believe that these projects are needed
and they have been authorized after long
and extensive studies.

About 10 years ago a study of hur-
ricane damage and measures to protect
our coastlines and the citizens was au-
thorized. The report of the Chief of En-
gineers on certain areas included in this
study was made last year and the au-
thorization was included in the omnibus
rivers and harbors bill which passed the
House last September. I have specific
reference to the project titled East Rock-
away Inlet to Rockaway Inlet and
Jamaica Bay for which the bill before
us provides $200,000 for planning. It
has taken a long time to get this far
and much more time will elapse before
the protection which it is designed to
give will become a reality.

‘While I am interested in all these proj-
ects which are designed to bring direct
benefits to our citizens, I shall confine
myself to that one which directly affects
my own congressional district, the
Seventh of New York, hurricane pro-
tection in Jamaica Bay.

Mr. Chairman, each time that we have
a report of a hurricane, my constituents
who live on or have businesses on Ja-
maica Bay literally “quake in their
boots” for fear they may have a repeti-
tion of serious storms and damages of
the past.

Jamaica Bay is 8 miles long, 4 miles
wide, and covers an area of approxi-
mately 26 square miles. Communities in
my district which border on the bay are
Howard Beach, Rosedale—reached by
Hook Creek—and the John F. Kennedy
International Airport, a city unto itself.

Howard Beach, which has experienced
an enormous growth since 1960, is con-
stantly under the threat of flooding in
g:ie shore area from any abnormally high
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Rosedale, which is not physiecally on
the Bay, experiences floods of up to three
feet at times through Hook Creek, which
runs into the bay.

The John F. Kennedy International
Airport, located entirely within my con-
gressional district, occupies approxi-
mately 4,200 acres of land bordering on
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Jamaica Bay between Bergen Basin and
head of bay—we might even say that it
is in the bay as the airport expands its
runways into the bay. Flooding from
severe storms causes disruption to flight
activities and delivery of necessary fuel
and supplies which reach the airport by
way of Jamaica Bay.

Adequate hurricane protection will
bring untold benefits to untold numbers
of people. Jamaica Bay has the poten-
tial for becoming a great recreation area
bringing jobs and other outlets so
greatly needed in this area of New York.

This detail on this one project is given
because I am so vitally interested in it,
and I am confident that an equally good
case could be given for the other proj-
ects carried in H.R. 17787 and, for this
reason, I urge its approval.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I very
much appreciate this opportunity to ex-
press my appreciation for the work of
the Appropriations Committee and its
chairman, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
EKimrmwan] of the Public Works Subcom-
mittee, on HR. 17787.

The appropriation bill contains funds
for several much-needed projects in the
State of West Virginia. I wish to say
that I have had a number of conversa-
tions with gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
Kmwan] with respect to the Burnsville
Reservoir project, and am pleased to note
that this bill carries $290,000 which will
complete its planning. I am certain that
next year, we will obtain a much larger
appropriation for the Burnsville Reser-
voir because this will be the initial year
of its construction. The Burnsville Res-
ervoir is located in Braxton County on
the Little Kanawha River, 123.5 miles
above its confluence with the Ohio River,
and nine-tenths of a mile above Burns-
ville, W, Va. This proposed reservoir is
much needed because of the frequent
minor floods and periodic major flooding
that occurs. The project consists of
three reservoir systems, one to be located
at Burnsville, one at Steer Creek, and one
on the West Fork. The construction of
this project should greatly enhance the
use of the flood plan for industrial and
small business development. By con-
trolling the flood waters, the project
when completed would add materially to
the prospects of industrial development
of the area which already has adequate
market and transportation facilities,

The total cost of Burnsville Reservoir
is estimated to be $21 million, and I ac-
knowledge the help of the chairman of
the subcommittee [Mr. KirRwaNn] in see-
ing to it that the rest of the planning
funds have been included in this appro-
priation bill, together with the firm com-
mitment that construction funds will be
included for fiscal year 1968.

Also included and of major importance
to the First Congressional District is the
Rowleshburg Reservoir project. While
this reservoir in itself is not situated in
the First Congressional District of West
Virginia, the reservoir would have a gross
storage capacity of 831,700 acre-feet, and
will control a drainage area of approxi-
mately 936 square miles, which area does
touch parts of the First Congressional
District of West Virginia.
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The project as originally submitted to
the Congress provided for an expediture
this year of $400,000 for the purpose of
continuing the planning of the project.
I was pleased that after a number of con-
versations with the chairman [Mr. Kir-
wan] that he and the other members of
the committee have seen fit to add an ad-
ditional $380,000 to the $400,000 that was
previously budgeted so that today, by
passing this bill, we are providing $780,-
000 for the Rowlesburg Reservoir project.
The total estimated cost of this reservoir
is $92,700,000, but it represents an effort
to control the Cheat River which has a
drainage area of 1,424 square miles and
is the largest uncontrolled tributary in
the headwaters of the Ohio River. I
have been in the past and continue, as
evidenced by my representations to the
chairman [Mr. Kmwan] interested in
seeing to it that the Rowlesburg Reser-
voir project is realized as quickly as pos-
sible. I appreciate very much the mem-
bers of the subcommittee and the full
Committee on Appropriations responding
to my request that additional funds be
placed in this year's budget for the plan-
ning of Rowlesburg Reservoir project.
This will permit the Corps of Engineers
to reach the construction stage some-
what earlier than originally planned.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I desire to
again express my sincere thanks to Mr.
Kmwan for his many kindnesses during
the period of my service in the Congress,
and also to the members of the commit-
tee for including funds in the amount set
out in this appropriation bill.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, after many many years of
effort on the part of farseeing people,
the Dproposed Tennessee-Tombighee
Waterway now is at a crucial stage.

Following a 1962 report of the Corps of
Engineers, a report favorable to the pro-
ject, a new study is being completed. The
result is expected later this year.

The purpose of my statement today is
to support action which will enable the
project to begin during fiscal year 1967
provided, of course, that the Corps of
Engineers presents a favorable report.

It has been established that the Corps
of Engineers will have a capability during
fiscal year 1967 to commence work on
the project assuming that the upcoming
report will show the project to be eco-
nomically feasible.

Enthusiasm for the project has reached
a peak in recent months as interested
people throughout the South and else-
where in the Nation have expressed in-
terest and approval.

In November 1965, I was able to par-
ticipate with the subcommittee’s able
chairman, Congressman Kirwan, of Ohio,
as he toured the Tennessee-Tombighee
area and met with interested people in
the port city of Mobile.

His very definite and informed opinion,
expressed many times in the course of
that tour, was summed up when he said:

The Tombigbee project must be construct-
ed for continued growth of America.

There are few public projects in the

United States which would have the dra-
matic impact of the Tennessee-Tombig-
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bee project. Together with the proposed
Ohio River-Lake Erie project, the vision
involved here is one of connecting the
Great Lakes and the Gulf of Mexico with
direct water transportation.

The two items are the missing links in
this plan which has been the hope of
transportation men for many years. It
would provide an economic boost of
mammoth proportions to all of the East-
ern United States.

The proposed Tennessee-Tombighee
Waterway would be 253 miles in length.
A series of locks and dams, plus 45 miles
of canal, would be constructed.

Let me merely say that this project is
clearly in the national interest. It is
vital that we recognize the need for
building the Tennessee-Tombighee as a
means of realizing the gigantic benefits
which will acerue to ours and succeeding
generations.,

People of vision have been seeking to
make this project a reality for 100
years, and it is certainly my belief that
we are on the threshold of a major
breakthrough.

I join with the committee in urging
the Corps of Engineers to expedite the
approval of this project. I thank the
committee for its interest in and con-
cern for the Tennessee-Tombighee Wa-
terway project. It is my great hope that
during fiscal year 1967, this very impor-
tant undertaking can become a reality
and that the dreams of man for 100 years
can be realized.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, the
rains that in the recent days have ended
the drought for the time ai least, in
many sections of our country were cer-
tainly helpful but did little to improve
the long-range water shortage situation.
The problem will be with us for a long
time fto come. In fact, there is every
prospect that water will continue to be a
major domestic problem for Congress to
deal with throughout the remaining
years of the 20th century.

I commend wholeheartedly the mem-
bers of the Committee on Appropriations
and particularly the members of the
Public Works Appropriation Subcom-
mittee for facing up to this problem dur-
ing their consideration of the bill before
us today. While I appreciate that the
$56 million savings under the President’s
budget estimate results mainly from a
reduction in the appropriation for the
Atomic Energy Commission, it is never-
theless true that the amount recom-
mended for Army Corps of Engineers
projects is more than $50 million less
than last year’s appropriation and $6.5
million below the budget request. De-
spite the fact that the committee has
provided funds for 24 unbudgeted new
construction starts on flood control and
navigational projects, we have the com-
mittee’s assurance that only the highest
priority requests for such projects were
approved. As the committee notes in its
report, before public works projects are
eligible for funds they are subject to an
exhaustive review process to assure that
they are economically justified. Each
project must meet stringent criteria to
assure that the benefits will fully justify
the cost. Local and State governments




23388

must provide assurance of their willing-
ness to meet their share of the cost, in-
cluding repayment for that portion of
any project dedicated to local water sup-
ply use,

From my own experience I can affirm
that the justification process is most
thorough. This bill contains funds for
three projects vital to the continued
growth and economic prosperity of a
large part of central Illinois. They are
the Shelbyville Dam and Reservoir, on
the Kaskaskia River, for which $6.3 mil-
lion is provided to continue construc-
tion; $240,000 to complete the precon-
struction planning of Oakley Reservoir
near Decatur, and $220,000 for the sec-
ond year's planning work on Lincoln
Reservoir near Charleston. I am con-
fident that the first construction money
will be budgeted for Oakley in January,
thus making it possible for the actual
work on the dam to begin no later than
the spring of 1968. The estimated total
preconstruction planning cost of Lincoln
Reservoir is $480,000. The $220,000 in
this bill plus the $100,000 with which
planning was initiated during fiscal 19686,
will leave only $160,000 in planning work
needed to be done. We anticipate this
amount will be budgeted in January,
making it possible for construction to
start in the summer of 1968.

Valuable and vital flood control, rec-
reational and water pollution control
benefits will result from the Lincoln and
Oakley projects but the most urgent rea-
son for completing them in the shortest
time possible, is the critical need of both
Charleston and Decatur for more ade-
quate water supplies. Both cities are
experiencing the problems that usually
accompany economic growth. The
threat of acute water shortages hangs
over Charleston and Decatur and will
continue to dangle until the Lincoln and
Oakley Reservoirs are completed.

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased that the public works appropria-
tion bill for fiscal 1967 contains funds
for a very important Long Island project
which today is soundly underway.

Under the bill, $550,000 is to be allo-
cated toward dredging and other work
undertaken by the Corps of Engineers.
Last year, the Congress appropriated
$200,000 in initial funds. The project
was authorized by the 1962 River and
Harbor Act.

Both the city and State of New York
are meeting their obligations under the
terms of this project, which requires
50 percent non-Federal participation.

This program provides for dredging a
350-acre anchorage to a depth of 7 feet in
the southern part of Little Neck Bay,
Long Island, with an entrance channel 7
feet deep and 200 feet wide from water
in the northern part of the bay.

On April 22, 1966, the Engineers
awarded a contract to the Great Lakes
Dredging & Docking Co., of Manhattan,
to initiate the first phase of the project.

It is of great importance to the efficient
continuation of this project that the
Congress approve the item of $550,000 for
Little Neck Bay appearing in this year’s
public works bill. After several years
of surveys and the 1962 authorization,
funds are now desperately needed to pre-
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vent further catastrophic deterioration
of the bay and reclaim it for public use.
I commend the committee for including
these funds.

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I
know that I echo the feelings of many
millions of veterans and their families
around the country in expressing my dis-
appointment that the public works ap-
propriations measure being considered
today does not contain an additional
$250,000 to maintain and expand our na-
tional veterans’ cemetery system. On
July 15, my New Jersey colleagues, Rep-
resentatives FLORENCE DWYER, PETER
FRELINGHUYSEN, WirLiam CAHILL, and I
wrote to the chairman of the Appropria-
tions Subcommittee for Public Works
urging the inclusion of this amount to
reopen Beverly national cemetery in New
Jersey, and to keep open four other
cemeteries scheduled to close in fiscal
year 1967. These other four are Golden
Gate National Cemetery, San Bruno,
Calif.; Fort Rosecrans National Ceme-
tery, San Diego, Calif.; Fort Harrison
National Cemetery, Richmond, Va., and
Camp Nelson National Cemetery, Nich-
olasville, Ky.

In each of these cases, land is available
for transfer from surplus Federal needs
or for purchase. The need for additional
space is obvious. In the case of return-
ing war dead from Vietnam, the number
of incidents where families have been
unable fo inter their loved ones in a place
of national honor within the national
cemetery system are increasing. I un-
derstand that as of the end of June, more
than 24 had been turned away at Beverly
National Cemetery in New Jersey. While
the ratio is one out of every four families
choosing national cemetery burial for
their deceased servicemen, a higher ratio
than for veterans generally, I am sure
that it would be even higher if the oppor-
tunities were available.

It may be that the request for the
added $250,000 to reactivate our national
cemetery policy has been left unconsid-
ered on the grounds that action by the
Appropriations Committee would have
encroached on the jurisdiction of a legis-
lative committee. This assumes the need
for some additional authorization.
There is no indication in the law or in
the attitude of the Department of the
Army that such additional authorization
would be necessary. Chapter 7, title 24,
section 271 of the United States Code
reads:

SEc. 271, MANNER OF ACQUISITION OF
LAanDs.—The Secretary of the Army shall pur-
chase from the owners thereof, at such price
as may be mutually agreed upon between
the Secretary and such owners, such real
estate as in his judgment is suitable and
necessary for the purpose of earrying into
effect the provisions for national cemeteries,
and obtain from such owners the title in fee
simple for the same. And in case the Sec-
retary of the Army is not able to agree with
any owner upon the price to be pald for any
real estate needed for such purpose, or to
obtain from such owner title in fee simple
for the same, the Secretary is authorized to
enter upon and appropriate any real estate
which, in his judgment, is suitable and nec-
essary for such purposes.

A later section, 271a, authorizes the

Secretary of the Army to accept title
from any State land to be used for na-
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tional cemetery purposes. The only in-
stances where a specific authorization
has been used has been in the case of
making surplus military property avail-
able for national cemetery use at specific
cemeteries. The purchase of privately
owned land is not involved in these
instances.

On the other hand, there is precedent
for an appropriation for the development
of national cemetery property without
any specific authorization. In the late
1940's Congress appropriated $50,000 in
connection with the establishment of the
Black Hills National Cemetery in South
Dakota. In fiscal year 1951, the Depart-
ment of the Army asked for appropria-
tions to expand six active cemeteries,
receiving from Congress funds for ex-
pansion of three such cemeteries.

Only last December 4, 1965, the Chief
of the Memorial Division, Col. James C.
MacFarland, told the committee on leg-
islative programs of the Veterans of For-
eign Wars:

On July 1, 1953, the Assistant Secretary
of the Army reviewed the entire policy on
establishing national cemeteries. He was
convinced that the Becretary of the Army
stlll had authority to establish national
cemeteries on nonmilitary land without spec-
ific legislative authority in each case.

While the Army thus chose not to exercise
its authority to establish new cemeteries, it
continued up until the 1960’ to initiate and
vigorously support actions to expand existing
cemeteries when it was desirable and feasible,
generally by the purchm of adjacent prlvnta
property or the transfer of suitable con-
tiguous Government land.

In the same period, the Army was success-
ful in expanding Beverly, Long Island, Fort
Gibson, and Santa Fe by the purchase of
land; Barrancas, Fort Leavenworth, Rock
Island, Fort Rosecrans, Jefferson Barracks,
and Fort Snelling by the transfer of Govern-
ment property; and Eeokuk by the accept-
ance of donated land.

There is ample authority, therefore,
for action by Congress through the ap-
propriation process. Land is available
at each of the cemeteries I have men-
tioned. Any delay will simply increase
the costs which are presently reason-
able.

At Golden Gate National Cemetery,
San Bruno, Calif., 5 additional acres
could be developed at the cost of $50,000.
Golden Gate National Cemetery is ex-
pected to close about December 30, 1966.
Thirty acres of available surplus Navy
property lies contiguous to the ceme-
tery by means of a corridor across private
property.

One additional acre, purchased and
developed from private land reported to
be available, would cost $12,500 at Fort
Harrison National Cemetery, Richmond,
Va.; the same is true at Camp Nelson
National Cemetery, Nicholasville, Ky.
Surplus naval property is also contigu-
ous to Fort Rosecrans National Ceme-
tery, San Diego, where § acres could be
transferred under specific existing legis-
lative authority, and developed for a
sum of $50,000.

With respect to Beverly National
Cemetery in New Jersey, 10 acres could
be purchased and developed from avail-
able land for $125,000. In each situation,
estimates have been made of the prob-
able number of requests for interment
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from July 1, 1966 to June 30, 1967.
While this would be no substitute for the
reestablishment and reaffirmation of a
consistent, complete national cemetery
policy, it would allow the Congress and
the administration time to decide upon
such a policy, while preserving the ex-
isting system.

The crux of the matter is not en-
croachment upon some committee’s leg-
islative jurisdiction. It is the attitude
of the executive branch toward the na-
tional cemetery system. As Colonel
MacFarland wrote to the VFW national
legislative service director, Mr. Francis
W. Stover, August 5, 1966; regarding
Beverly Cemetery:

No effort has been made to determine the
suitability of the parcels of land mentioned
above for cemetery use In view of the present
administration policy on nonexpansion of
the National Cemetery System.

The bankruptey of the present policy
was clearly indicated by a letter of May
4, 1966, from Secretary of the Army
Stanley R. Resor, fo Mr. L. Eldon James,
national commander, the American Le-
gion. Secretary Resor wrote that he
could not “coneeive of any arguments in
favor of a piecemeal expansion,” and
that any expansion “should be orderly,
systematic and with the object of provid-
ing a nationwide distribution of ceme-
teries so that all eligibles could truly be
said to enjoy the same entitlement.”
Certainly no Member of Congress, no
veteran would disagree with the prefer-
ence for this latter type of expansion.
But they have and should disagree with
the Secretary’s conclusion that the non-
expansion policy should be continued.

I understand that an amendment will
be offered in the Senate by the senior
New Jersey Senator to provide for the
$250,000 in appropriations for expansion
of the cemetery system. My purpose
this afternoon is to bring to the attention
of the House the facts concerning the
national cemetery system, and to under-
line the appropriateness of Congress act-
ing in this fashion. I am confident that
should such a Senate amendment be
accepted and go to conference, that it will
have the full support of this body, par-
ticularly the 90 or more Members who
have introduced legislation to further
the national cemetery system. We are
buying more than land; we are buying
time to allow the Congress, through such
a device as the special committee I have
suggested, to fill the void left by the in-
difference of the administration and
establish a coordinated, complete na-
tional cemetery system policy. We can
do no less for our honored dead.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr, Chairman, one
specific item in this bill has particular
importance for Maryland, and for all of
us who live and work in the Metropoli-
tan Washington area. This is the appro-
priation of $1,265,000 in planning funds
for the Bloomington Dam and Reservoir
on the North Branch of the Potomac
River in Garrett County, Md., and West
Virginia.

As our experience in the past few sum-
mers clearly shows, this great and grow-
ing region can no longer afford to de-
pend solely on the weather for a fully
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adequate water supply. Water consump-
tion in western Maryland and in the
Washington area is increasing every
year, and the Potomac River, our pri-
mary source, cannot supply our residen-
tial, industrial, and municipal needs
during periods of low flow. Voluntary
restrictions on water use were ordered
here in Washington earlier this month,
and compulsory restrictions have been in
force most of the summer in several
Maryland cities which also rely wholly
on the Potomae, This situation promises
to grow more acute in every future year,
and the one existing upstream reservoir,
the Savage Reservoir in Garrett County,
cannot alone provide the low-flow aug-
mentation we will need.

The Bloomington Dam, authorized in
1962, has great promise both as a source
of additional water supply in low-flow
periods, and as an instrument of flood
control. When completed, this great dam
will permit us to moderate the “feast-
or-famine” water situation we on the Po-
tomac have so long endured, and by *““we”
I include the entire National Capital
area. If will greatly reduce damages to
valuable flood-plain lands, and will en-
courage industrial development along the
North Branch and the main stem of the
Potomac by insuring adequate water
supplies at all times. Designed to meet
predictable water needs through 1985,
the Bloomington Dam will be an eco-
nomic asset to us all.

Mr. Chairman, this bill appropriates
$1,265,000 for the last stages of precon-
struction engineering for the dam. Iam
pleased that, in making this appropria-
tion, the committee has recognized the
great importance of completing the dam
as soon as possible, and has provided
$600,000 above the $665,000 included in
the budget. The Corps of Engineers has
testified that the additional funds will
permit them to complete now certain en-
gineering tasks which, if done now rather
than later, will accelerate completion of
the project by at least a year, moving its
completion date forward to 1973 rather
than 1974.

‘While I cannot predict the water situ-
ation in 1973, and thus cannot predict
what economic losses from either floods
or shortages will be precluded by accel-
eration of this project, I am convinced
that it is in the public interest to invest
$600,000 more this year, in order to save
perhaps many times that amount in the
future.

I am pleased that this appropriation
has gained the support of the entire
Maryland congressional delegation, and
especially appreciate the committee’s and
subcommittee’s understanding of its ex-
ceptional merit.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the passage of
H.R. 17787, as reported by the Public
Works Committee.

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, the action taken by the
Appropriations Committee in calling for
a thorough study of the Dickey power
project is worthy of our support and
our thanks. If offers us the oppor-
tunity finally to gain a better view of all
the facts concerning this controversial
project and will enable us to make a
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clearer decision when the Appropriations
staff reports back to us.

The committee deserves our thanks for
finding this course of action to better
guide the House. Further thanks are
in order as well for many of my col-
leagues, like the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [(Mr. Crarx]l, the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. Bares], and
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Boranpl, who joined so many of us in
persistently seeking out the real facts on
a bipartisan basis.

It is interesting to note that so many of
us in New England, who have consistently
supported public power projects in other
parts of the country, did not support this
project because we did not feel there was
sufficient information available to do so.
Recent rapid developments in the art of
nuclear power would seem to indicate
that our reservations concerning this
project were well founded. We are in-
deed fortunate that so many of our Mem-
bers in New England and elsewhere have
persisted in their demands for a full and
independent examination of the project.
My personal feelings are such that I still
am opposed to the Dickey-Lincoln School
Dam but will go along with the proposal
offered by the committee.

It is amazing that a first-term Member,
WiLriam Haraaway, of Maine, is able to
get a project of this size, $303 million
without a feasibility study ever having
been made. Recently I visited the St.
Johns River; there was not enough water
in the flow of the river to go for a canoe
ride. It would take 20 years to fill this
reservoir which would be the sixth larg-
est in the world. I believe it will be ob-
solete before it is completed. By 1980
more than 25 percent of the electric
power of America will be nuclear gen-
erated. I have been a public power sup-
porter all my life. What New England
needs is about five nuclear plants; this
should be our goal and we would have
cheaper rates in our area.

Between the Maine project for beet
sugar, and the Dickey-Lincoln Dam, both
of which I oppose, but I must confess—I
know BiLL HaTHAwAY is a hard worker
and able—I cannot understand the
administration supporting these merit-
less projects. It is apparent that Con-
gressman HAaTHAWAY has set a record as
a first-term Congressman, getting money
for the State of Maine. I respect his
intellizence, zeal, and ability and sup-
port the committee report which snells
out a study will be made and reported
back to Congress.

Mr., DADDARIO. Mr. Chairman, at
long last we are to find the true faects
on the Dickey-Lincoln School project.
The action taken by our Appropriations
Committee in ordering a full and com-
plete study of the project is a biz step
forward.

We must, of course, make sure that
the study is full, complete, and inde-
pendent to avoid a recurrence of the
sound and fury heard on this project so
far. I have every confidence that the
Appropriations Committee will pursue
the facts wherever and whenever they
can find them and in so doing will bring
back to this House a true picture of the
project.
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The Appropriations Committee word-
ing, which states that this study is in
order before any further acceleration of
preliminary engineering, marks the first
official indication by a House or Senate
committee that the project is open to
serious question. I think there has been
little question in the minds of many of
the Members that it has been open to
question, if for no other reason than the
fact that we have been unable to get
answers to our many questions. Now
perhaps we will.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, I shall
vote against this appropriation. Among
all the substantial Federal expenditures
which Congress has been asked to au-
thorize this session, those funded by this
bill appear to be the lowest in priority
and the most easily postponed.

Some of the projects included in the
public works appropriation bill should
go forward now; but others should be
deferred until the economy has been re-
stored to a better balance.

Shortly we will be asked to vote for
two measures aimed at slowing down
capital investment in the private sector.
One would suspend the T-percent invest-
ment tax credit, and the other would
suspend accelerated depreciation.

Yet through the bill before us we
would authorize billions of dollars in
new capital investment. I am sure that
the committee has sought conscientious-
ly to recommend only worthwhile proj-
ects. But inflationary pressures on the
economy call for even further restraint
with respect to projects which can be
postponed without serious harm.

I want to renew my plea that Congress
accept its share of the responsibility for
enacting fiscal measures appropriate to
the circumstances in which we find our-
selves. Until this is done, we have an
obligation to all those who are harmed
by infiation to exercise increased re-
straint.

Mr. DUNCAN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, I am very pleased to support this
bill funding public works projects which
will protect and enhance the resource
values which have made this Nation
great.

I can appreciate the problems encoun-
tered by the subcommittee in deciding
which of the many worthwhile and
needed projects to fund for the coming
fiscal year. Witnesses asked for budget
inereases of over $181 million involving
326 projects. The final cost of these
projects would exceed $2.5 billion.

Although I cannot help expressing my
disappointment that two vital projects in
my district, Lost Creek and the Siuslaw
dredging project, were among those not
funded, I am pleased that two of the 24
unbudgeted new construction starts ap-
proved are projects in the Fourth Dis-
trict of Oregon. One is the breakwater
extension in Port Orford. The people of
this independent community have built
and rebuilt their port facilities and have
built a breakwater; all without ever re-
ceiving any Federal financial assistance.
Only when the people found that they
would not be able to solve their own
problems did they ask their Federal Gov-
ernment to give them a hand.
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The second new project is the Reeds-
port dike construction at the mouth of
the Umpqua River. This diking project
is needed to protect the city from flood-
ing when high river flows combine with
high tides.

I know that some persons will question
the wisdom of spending $4.1 billion on
Federal projects during this time of taut
economic conditions, however, the funds
appropriated through this bill can not be
characterized as unnecessary expendi-
tures. Every one of these projects will
return to the people many times their
costs over the years. Floods are going
to be paid for, whether by repairing
damages or by building water control
structures. I personally favor the pre-
payment method; it does not cost as
much, and it is devoid of human misery.

I hope that the Senate will see fit to
include funds to begin construction on
the Lost Creek dam and on the Siuslaw
River dredging. If they do not, I shall
continue my efforts in the coming year
to gain support for the start of construc-
tion of these two badly needed projects.

Mrs. DWYER. Mr. Chairman, the
pending bill presents questions which
our colleagues should consider most care-
fully. On the one hand, we have an
obligation to pursue essential public
works planning and construction, to pro-
vide the navigation facilities our econ-
omy requires, to furnish the protection
from disastrous and costly floods our
people have a right to expect, and to de-
velop the water supplies, especially in the
drought-stricken Northeastern United
States, which are so fundamental in all
our lives. And these are obligations
which clearly belong to the Federal
Government.

On the other hand, we are directly
responsible for exercising an unusual
degree of restraint in spending the tax-
payers’ money during this time of infla-
tion. We cannot be as generous today
as we have been when the price level was
more stable or when the economy needed
the stimulation of Government spend-
ing.

In brief, I believe we must be particu-
larly selective—approving those projects
which can only be delayed at the risk of
further human or economic loss or of
substantially higher costs, and post-
poning those which do not qualify as top
priority projects.

In undertaking this responsibility, Mr.
Chairman, I think we should be aware of
the fact that the Appropriations Com-
mittee and its Subcommittee on Public
‘Works have performed the difficult and
commendable feat of reducing the total
funds appropriated in this bill by $56 mil-
lion below the administration’s budget
requests and $214.5 million below last
year’s appropriations.

Again, however, I am convinced that
the times require even greater prudence.
For this reason, I intend to support an
amendment or amendments providing
for one or a combination of the follow-
ing actions: the elimination of specific
projects of relatively low priority, the
striking out of all unbudgeted items, or
an across-the-board reduction of all
projects by from 5 to 10 percent. Such
actions would save an additional $200
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million to $400 million, without doing
irreparable harm to our public works
program. The last of these three alter-
natives would have the added value of
affecting all the projects in the bill
equally, including those in which each of
us is personally interested.

As I have indicated, I do not believe
we would be justified in voting against
this bill in its entirety. The times and
the state of the economy call for firm
anti-inflation action, not for the radical
rejection of progress in areas of such
direct and lasting concern to so many of
our people.

Of the items in this bill, Mr. Chairman,
there are four to which I should like to
devote individual attention because of
their great significance to the people I
represent, although I repeat that I be-
lieve a reduction in these as well as the
other projects in the bill is desirable.

The first, Mr. Chairman, is the Eliza-
beth River project, for which funds will
enable the Corps of Engineers to pro-
ceed with advance planning and design
of a flood control project which will pro-
tect residents and businessmen long
plagued by high water and contribute
greatly to the redevelopment of the city
of Elizabeth. As one whec was instru-
mental in obtaining the first funds for
this project, I am most anxious to see
the work progress.

The second project is the widening of
the entrance channel to Kill van Kull
from Upper New York Bay, the scene of
many costly aceidents, and an area whose
continued development is vital to the
further growth of commerce in Newark
Bay, especially in Port Elizabeth and
Port Newark, both of which have contrib-
uted thousands of jobs and hundreds of
millions of dollars to the region's
economy.

The third is continuation of the com-
prehensive study, including reclamation,
of the Jersey meadows, the largest un-
developed area in the world's greatest
cenfer of commerce and industry. The
development of the meadows will have
an enormously beneficial influence on
the area’s economy.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I refer to the
special study, initiated last year by the
Corps of Engineers, of the water-supply
problems of the Northeastern United
States. The authorization of this study
last year represented what I believe can
be the most significant single step in as-
suring a solution to the problem of
drought in our intensively populated and
heavily industrialized part of the Nation.
For approximately 5 years, the area has
suffered from inadequate supplies of
clean water, and this study, hopefully,
can point the way to a remedy.

Mr. KIRWAN. I have no further re-
quests for time.

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will read.
* The Clerk read as follows:

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS

For expenses necessary for the collection
and study of basic information pertaining to
river and harbor, flood control, shore pro-
tection, and related projects, and when au-
thorized by law, surveys and studles of proj-
ects prior to authorization for construction,
$31,730,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That $441,000 of this
appropriation shall be transferred to the
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Bureau of Sport Fisherles and Wildlife for
studies, investigations, and reports thereon
as required by the Fish and Wildlife Co-
ordination Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 563-565) to
provide that wildlife conservation shall re-
ceive equal consideration and be coordinated
with other features of water-resource devel-
opment programs of the Department of the
Army.

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Jonesl.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent to extend
my remarks at this point in the Recorbp.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Alabama?

There was no objection.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of HR. 17787, the
Public Works Appropriation bill of 1967,
and I want to specifically endorse the
appropriation of funds to start construc-
tion of the Bear Creek multipurpose wa-
ter control system in northwestern Ala-
bama and northeastern Mississippi.

H.R. 17787 provides $1,500,000 to start
construction of this vitally needed proj-
ect during the current fiscal year. The
Congress has previously appropriated
some $756,000 for planning and design of
the multipurpose system. It isestimated
that the total cost to complete the proj-
ect over the next 5 years will be about
$26 million.

Extensive investigations have demon-
strated the engineering feasibility and
economic justification for multipurpose
development of the water and related
land resources of the Bear Creek water-
shed. Bear Creek is the eighth largest
tributary of the Tennessee River. Its
watershed extends over portions of Col-
bert, Franklin, and Marion Counties in
northwestern Alabama and Tishomingo
County in northeastern Mississippi.

The marginal productivity of many
farm and forest holdings and a labor
force concentrated primarily in low-
wage industries and services limit the
average income, average educational
levels, and living standards of Bear
Creek people. A few examples might be
noted: The median family income of
$2,845 in Bear Creek Watershed is only
about half the national average. More
than 60 percent of the people over 25
years of age dropped out of school before
the ninth grade—although this ratio
does not apply to the younger genera-
tion—more than 4 out of 10 families live
in houses classified by the census as
either dilapidated or deteriorating. Over
2,000 families or individual units in
Franklin County alone receive public
assistance.

It is against this background that TVA
has been working for several years with
the leadership of the Bear Creek area
to plan and bring into being a cooperative
program for economiec development. This
program is as broad as the resources of
the area, rural and urban, physical and
human.

Indigenous physical resources with po-
tential for significantly enlarging eco-
nomic opportunities are sharply limited.
One of the few having such potential is
the water resource, which is now under-
developed.
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The stream rises in the Bankhead Na-
tional Forest of northwestern Alabama,
flows about 135 miles in a general north-
westerly course, and for its last 60 miles
roughly follows the Alabama-Mississippl
State line to the Tennessee River. In an
average year Bear Creek empties 1,100,-
000 acre-feet of water into Pickwick
Lake, enough to fill that major TVA im-
poundment to the top of the gates. Flow
is poorly sustained during dry seasons,
however, and many of the smaller
streams cease entirely.

Relatively productive farmlands along
creek bottoms, particularly in the west-
ern or lower half of the watershed, are
subject fo damage annually from one or
more crop-season floods. Floods also
have caused severe damage fto highways
and bridges, but no urban areas are in
the flood plains. Rainfall averages 54
inches a year, yet the typical crop season
suffers from 50 to 60 drought days.

The waters of Bear Creek at present
make a rather small contribution to the
watershed economy. Only 11,300 acre-
feet of both ground and surface water
are used. Most of the surface water used
is by self-supplying mining industries;
muniecipal use is more commonly from
wells and springs which often prove in-
adequate for industrial or municipal
expansion. During drought seasons,
neither surface nor ground-water sup-
plies are dependable for meeting any
large user requirements that might de-
velop in the upper portion of the water-
shed.

The 1967 estimate of $1,500,000 pro-
vides for beginning construction work on
the Bear Creek multipurpose water con-
trol system. The system will include
four retention dams and reservoirs and
will have flood relief for agricultural
lands in the lower Bear Creek valley as
its major function, but it will also be
capable of a significant degree of control
over Bear Creek’s contribution to floods
on the lower Tennessee River. Two of
the reservoirs will provide needed munic-
ipal and industrial water supplies for
several communities in the area. In ad-
dition, the reservoir complex is expected
to provide a new base for recreation ac-
tivities in the watershed.

The system is scheduled to be com-
pleted by the fall of 1970. On the basis
of present plans and schedules, the esti-
mated total cost of the system is $26
million. Net capitalized benefits are
estimated to exceed $32,800,000.

Local interests will be expected to par-
ticipate responsibly in development and
management of the project, thus helping
to assure that it produces the intended
economic benefits to the region. Also
resulting will be reductions or partial re-
covery of th= Federal capital outlay.

I urge approval of the appropriation
for Bear Creek watershed.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DAVIS OF
WISCONSIN

Mr, DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.
‘The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Davis of Wis-
consin: On page 8, line 22, strike out “§31,-
730,000" and insert in leu thereof “$29,613,-
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Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, the amount of the proposed reduc-
tion in investigations for this portion of
the bill, totaling $2,117,000, is made up of
two categories of projects. One of the
categories is a group of investigations
which were not included in the budgef
submitted by the President, and they
number 29. There are five additional
projects which were included in the
budget, but for which the committee
added additional study funds. So this
first category of what might be termed
unbudgeted investigative funds would
affect 34 projects and would reduce the
bill by $1,890,000.

The second category included in this
amendment is a group of projects which,
in my opinion, can very well be deferred
until after the Vietnam crisis has passed
and when we are in a better position to
proceed with this water resources de-
velopment program for our country.

In the general debate on this bill, I
did not list the projects which were un-
budgeted but which would be affected by
this amendment, since in the committee
report there are footnotes which clearly
identify these projects. This is one of
the illuminating and fine things about
the report on this bill as prepared this
year.

However, the report does not set forth
those projects in the budget to which I
referred, and although I did list them by
project in the general debate, I believe
that I should repeat the list so that Mem-
bers may be advised. There are 11 such
projects, for which I believe investigative
funds could well be deferred:

Illinois, Calumet River (Turning Basin).
Illinols, Illinois Waterway, 12 feet.
Illinois, Prairie du Rocher & vicinity.
Tllinois, Shoal Creek.

Loulsiana, Bayou Grand Caillow,
Michigan, Black River (Port Huron).

. Michigan, Marquette County.

. New York, New Rochelle and Echo Bay
Harbors.

9. Ohio, Lake Erle Coast, Mich., and Ohio.

% ;9. Ohio, Lake Erie Coast, Ohio, Pa., and

11. Tennessee, Mill Creek.

Mr. Chairman, these projects were
singled out for a number of reasons.

In one case, for instance, the project
has been inactive since Korea. The study
is now to be resumed. I submit to my
colleagues that the same conditions
which dictated the suspension of the
studies at the time of Korea now prevail
in this country by reason of Vietnam.

With respect fo another one, which re-
quires some explanation, Marquette
County, Mich., this is a new study of
water supply, water quality and recrea-
tional problems. This, I submit to my
colleagues, is not a sirictly Federal re-
sponsibility at this time.

There are others for which the benefit-
to-cost ratio is very low. The Eel River
in California and the Lytel and Warm
Creeks projects are examples of this,
since they barely exceed unity as a bene-
fit to cost ratio. It would seem to me
that at this time, for sure, we ought to be
talking in terms of projects which can
justify themselves on a very favorable
benefit to cost ratio if they are to be con-
sidered for funding at this time.

00 S 5H B Ca R b



23392

The England Pond levee, for instance,
has a benefit-to-cost ratio of less than
one-half to 1, with a very small local
contribution.

These projects, it seems to me, could
well be deferred until our fiscal condition
is much more favorable than at the
present time.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I am happy
to yield to the gentleman from Vermont.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
find, with regret, that I cannot support
H.R. 17787, the Public Works Appropri-
ation bill for 1967. 'This is the bill, much
of which is carried out by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, that is commonly
called the “pork barrel” bill.

It appropriates $4,110,932,000.

‘We are face to face with a very grave
threat of ruinous inflation.

Under the circumstances the expendi-
ture provided in this bill will simply help
bring the fire of inflation to white hot
heat.

Oh, I appreciate that the bill con-
tains a great many worthwhile projects.
But colleagues, while we are engaged in
the costly struggle in Vietnam, while the
dollar is under international attack,
while our gold reserves are falling, while
prices for necessities at home are sky-
rocketing, cannot these projects be de-
ferred for a year in the interest of a
more stable economy.

It is only out of the deepest concern
for the welfare of the economy of the
United States and the dangers which
threaten it that I have become convinced
I must vote against a bill which con-
tains funds for studies in at least two
projects I have favored—the Connecti-
cut River Recreational Area Feasibil-
ity Study and that also for the so-
called Dickey-Lincoln School Reservoirs
project.

Most of us have become somewhat ac-
customed to the great danger to our
country inherent in the war in Vietnam.
Inflation creates an equally serious and
much more insidious danger. It has
been creeping up on us for sometime.
Suddenly it is in our midst. The house-
wife feels its presence with prices up 2
percent for food in August alone. The
Consumer Price Index rose 3.5 percent
between January and August. It is still
rising. The price of new cars will ap-
parently be substantially increased. In-
terest rates on borrowed money are
headed for the stratosphere.

Who is being hurt?

All Americans will suffer from the
effects of this inflationary spiral but
those who will be hurt first and hardest
will include retired people on fixed in-
comes, social security beneficiaries, fami-
lies of civil service and military person-
nel, families of low-wage income.

My colleagues, putting off the projects
in this bill to a more propitious time will
help curb the ruinous effects of inflation
which hurt us.

This bill, amongst other things, con-
tains 24 new construction starts not
contained in the President’s budget.

. We have, as has the administration,
asked management and labor to exercise
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restraint in the pricing and wage struc-
ture of the private enterprise system. I
say it is time for us to demonstrate re-
straint in the expenditure of the tax-
payers money—to prove that we are
capable of the kind of leadership the
American people have a right to ex-
pect of us.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

The amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin would reduce the
general investigations appropriation
from $31,730,000 to $29,613,000, a reduc-
tion of $2,117,000, which appears to be
a very small amount in the face of the
entire budget we are considering today.

The amendment, if adopted, would
affect a great number of projects all over
the United States, from Maine to Flor-
ida, from Maine to California, and from
Washington to Florida. There are some
26 unbudgeted items which the gentle-
man would cause to be knocked out of
this particular general investigations
section of the bill. Again, these projects
are all over the United States.

There are 11 projects which are
budgeted projects but which the gentle-
man considers to be of marginal value.
These projects, too, spread throughout
the United States.

These studies have all been authorized
by the legislative Committee on Public
Works. I believe it is elementary that
we must have studies to find out if there
is a feasible project for the committee to
consider. This is precisely the reason
why we have these studies.

Again I want to indicate, Mr. Chair-
man, that the amount of money involved
here is relatively small, $2,117,000, and
it will take at least 4 years to complete
these studies.

Now is the time to study these projects
so that if they are found to be justified
and if they are found to be feasible they
can be authorized and they can be ready
for consideration for planning funds
when the time is right to expand the
public works program. I believe it is
absolutely indispensable that we have a
backlog of studies which indicate the
kinds of projects which we can go ahead
on when we are able to do so.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOLAND. I am delighted to yield
to the very distinguished member of the
authorizing committee, the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. JoNES].

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I thank the
gentleman from Massachusetts for yield-
ing.
I would like to add to the statement
that the gentleman just made as to the
comments of the Bureau of the Budget.
When the original prospectus for a flood
control or river and harbor project is
received by the Committee on Public
Works it carries with it the approval and
endorsement of the Bureau of the
Budget. Consequently the Committee on
Appropriations has already had the com-
ments of the Bureau of the Budget and
the committee is properly disposinz of
these various projects withh the Bureau
of the Budget's endorsement.

Mr. BOLAND. I appreciate the re-
marks of the gentleman from Alabama.
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Mr. DON H. CLAUSEIN. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOLAND. I am delighted to yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. DON H, CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to join the gentleman from
Massacausetts 'in opposition to the
amendment. While I am not familiar
with all of the projects included in the
list, I must refer to the on: which I am
very familiar with. This is the Eel River
project on the north coast of California.
Yes, it can be said that I am protecting
the projects in my district. However, I
am substantially more familiar with the
problems that exist there. The Eel River,
when referring to benefit-cost ratio, is
the river where the major floods in
America took place last year. No area in
the United States was harder hit by ma-
jor flood damage than this area. We are
dealing here with two separate projects,
one in the delta and one upstream. You
will hear a lot about the Eel River in the
future, and I urge you to vote down the
amendment, because this project must
go forward. I will not take the time to
elaborate on the magnitude of the proj-
ects requir.d to bring the killer Eel under
control but the Members will become in-
creasingly familiar with it, s we present
flood control recommendations ir. the
future.

Mr. BOLAND. I appreciate the gen-
tleman’s remarks and point out to him
that the Eel River is not included in this
particular amendment. It will be in-
cluded in an amendment he will offer on
the construction item of the bill. How-
ever, may I conclude by saying that the
projects which will be affected again are
located all over the United States. They
are in Alabama, California, Connecticut,
Florida, Illinois, Iowa, Louisiana, Mas-
sachusetts, Mississippi, Missouri, Mon-
tana, New York, Ohio, Oregon, Rhode
Island, South Carolina, Tennecsee, Texas,
Washington, Wisconsin, Kentucky, Ne-
braska, and Maryland. I hope that the
amendment will not be adopted.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment and would like to specifi-
cally address my remarks to the Hol-
linger’s Island Channel in the Mobile
Harbor,

Until last year the U.S. Army owned
1,826 acres of land on the western shore
of Mobile Bay where it operated an am-
munition terminal during World War II
and the Korean war. Periodically this
facility was used by the Army Trans-
portation Command for maneuvers. The
property owned by the Army was pur-
chased by the industrial development
board of the city of Mobile and the Ala-
bama State Docks in July 1965 from the
General Services Administration to be
operated as an adjunct to the port of
Mobile in providing transient cargo fa-
cilities and for purposes of developing
industrial sites.

The facility owned by the Army and
acquired by the industrial board and the
State docks is accessible to the Mobile
ship channel via the Hollinger's Island
ship channel, a channel dredged to the
account of the Army in 1957 to a depth
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of 30 feet from the Mobile ship channel
to the terminal pier, a distance of 3.9
miles.

The Alabama State Docks is a State
agency operating all public terminals in
the port of Mobile and now operates
this pier facility at the head of this
channel with outbound rail and truck
service. Last year the port of Mobile
ship channel was dredged to 40 feet in
depth with a 2-foot overcut in the final
phase of the Mobile Harbor improve-
ment authorized by the Congress in 1954.
This work was accomplished by the U.S.
Corps of Engineers At the present time
the port of Mobile handles 20 mullion
tons of cargo annually and this facility
is another docking point in the Mobile
Harbor. The present channel to the fa-
cility from the Mobile ship channel has
silted to about 15 feet in depth since the
Army first dredged the channel. This
requires off loading in the main chan-
nel for any cargo destined for this pier.
Over the past year there have been a
number of shipments that have been
lightered to and from the dock.

In addition to the need for a transient
cargo service at this facility the indus-
trial board of the city of Mobile owns
large industrial sites adjacent to the
railroad serving the dock and the Ala-
bama State Docks has planned to dredge
a public barge canal from the dock area
into the industrial property. This will
be accomplished by the Alabama State
Docks as a further service to the board’s
industrial sites. In order to provide
this development the State of Alabama
and the county of Mobile along with the
Alabama State Docks is expending con-
siderable funds for the construction of
necessary bridges and approaches over
the canal. The various utilities includ-
ing the water board are at work bring-
ing their service into this area at
considerable cost. The various expendi-
tures for improvements by local public
agencies and utilities total approximate-
ly $5 million. The industrial board has
optioned 529 acres of this land to a large
industry which will use imported raw
materials and would need deep water
access for their vessels. The Alabama
State Docks will operate the pier faecil-
ity and the railroad as part of the
terminal operation to serve all transpor-
tation agencies and will provide in addi-
tion to the transient service the neces-
sary service to the industries that are
locating on the property.

Brookley Air Force Base, a large air
materiel depot employing 13,600 civilians
in Mobile, Ala., was ordered closed by
the Secretary of Defense on November
19, 1964, with final phaseout to be com-
pleted in 1969. The Mobile community
has worked diligently to overcome the
economic impact due to the loss of this
substantial number of jobs. This base
was the largest Federal facility in the
country closed by the Secretary of De-
fense in his recent phaseout activities,
and payroll loss amounts to one-sixth
of the total personal income in Mobhile.
Our people are, nevertheless, optimistic
about the future and have been very
active in bringing in new job opportuni-
ties for the citizens. According to the
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Mobile Area Chamber of Commerce, who
administers the industrial board, there
are a number of large industries inter-
ested in portions of this industrial dis-
trict known as Theodore Industrial
District.

In order to assist the people of Mobile
in pulling themselves up by their own
bootstraps I urge my colleagues to ap-
prove $25,000 for the Corps of Engineers
to make a feasibility study for deepening
this Hollinger's Island channel to 40 feet
in depth in order to bring this water ac-
cess into line with all of the other chan-
nels in the Mobile harbor., This will
provide additionally needed public docks
and enhance the industrial development
now in progress.

I urge the appropriation at this time
so that the study can move rapidly. I
realize the time required for both the
study and the subsequent authorization
will not meet the target date for the
early needed use of this terminal. In
the meantime, the Alabama State Docks
has committed itself to deepening to 40
feet the existing channel with a mini-
mum width in order to have early use of
the facility.

In view of this assured early use we
have every reason to believe that the
corps study will prove this channel to
be economically feasible for completing
the 40-foot channel.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to direct a
question to the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. Davisl, who has proposed this
amendment. I understand you have read
a list of those projects that would be af-
fectﬁd by your amendment. Is that cor-
rect?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I did.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. If any of
the other projects herein are not set
forth in what you read, then they are not
affected by your amendment here?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. No. That is
not quite correct, I will say to my col-
league from Colorado. If they were un-
budgeted surveys and investigations.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. That is as
to planning?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. No. We
are not on planning yet. This is inves-
tigations.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado.
investigations?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Yes.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. That is all
this applies to? If it is put in the budget
on investigations, you do not touch it?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Unless it is
on this list of 11 I have read here before.
That is correct.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. If it deals
with planning, it does not affect this?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. That comes
under the construction item, and that
will be considered under an amendment
which I propose to offer on page 4.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. On page 4
you have another amendment?

I\;;Ir. DAVIS of Wisconsin. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Would
that amendment also apply to the plan-
ning money?

General
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Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. That would
include planning and construetion money
for the Corps of Engineers.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. That was
not budgeted?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. And at
that time, when you offer your next
amendment on page 4, will you outline
what these projects are?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I will ouf-
line the specific projects which would be
affected by that amendment.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado.
amounts thereof?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I can, if
questions are asked relating to it.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. The rea-
son why I ask for a division of them is
that there is a particular project I have
in mind.

I thank the gentleman and yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. HAGEN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the
Committee, I rise to oppose the amend-
ments which are being offered by the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Davis]
and to pay tribute to the honorable
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Kirwan] and
the other members of the committee who
support this bill and who have done such
a wonderful job in investing in America
over all these years.

Mr. Chairman, unfortunately, the
ultraliberal press have traditionally
called this a pork barrel bill. They
apparently do not object to expendi-
tures administered only by some bureau-
crat in one of the departments of this
Government but object to Congress ex-
ercising its own judgment in determin-
ing where money should be allocated. I
resent such shortsightedness.

Mr. Chairman, these projects are very
carefully considered. They are not
transitory in nature. They are designed
to help preserve not only to this genera-
tion but to all generations of this coun-
try the resources which have made this
country great.

Mr. Chairman, it is my opinion that
we owe a great debt of gratitude and
thanks fo the gentleman from Ohio [Mr,
Kimrwanl. Truly he has been a builder
of a better America and we in California
are extremely grateful.

Mr. Chairman, I urge a “no” vote on
any amendment which is offered to cut
these proposed items. I regret the
omission of three additional unbudgeted
appropriations which I sought and which
I feel have great merit but I am hopeful
they can be added in the Senate when
certain remaining preliminary proce-
dural hurd’es have been surmounted, I
refer to Kings River channel improve-
ment and lean funds for the Pond-Poso
and Buttonwillow improvement districts.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words.

Mr. Chairman, I do not want to pro-
long this debate, but I must clarify a
point, based upon the earlier exchange
between the gentleman from Wisconsin

And the
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{Mr. Davis] and the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. Boranpl.

Mr. Chairman, on page 8 of the com-
mittee report there is an item of $180,000
for the general investigations of the Eel
River in California.

Is this included in the amendment now
pending before us? As I recall, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Bo-
LAnD] said that this general investiga-
tive item of $180,000 on the Eel River is
not included in the amendment but that
it would be included in the planning and
construction item deletion amendment.
Is this correct?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. That is cor-
rect. It will come through a subsequent
amendment. It is not covered in the
pending amendment,.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. So, I can
rest assured that this particular item, the
$180,000 item, will not be struck if the
proposed amendment is adopted?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Not by this
pending amendment; this is correct.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. Davis].

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BEY MR. DAVIS OF
WISCONSIN

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Davis of Wis-
consin: Page 3, line 22, strike out "'$31,730,~
000" and insert in lieu thereof “$29,840,000."”

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin, My, Chair-
man, the effect of this amendment is to
deal only with one of the categories in-
cluded in the previous amendment which
was just rejected. That previous amend-
ment, had it been adopted, would have
stricken from the bill those studies, re-
sumptions and reports which had not
been included in the President’s budget
and would also delete 11 additional proj-
ects which had been in the budget but
which, at least, in my opinion could not
be justified at this time—ecritical fiscal
time.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment which
the Clerk has read applies only to the
first category. In other words, it applies
only to the deletion of unbudgeted new
studies, resumptions and increases in
budget studies. It involves $1,890,000.

Now, Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman
from Massachusetts, one of the very
competent and more informed members
of this subcommittee, has said, in con-
nection with the previous amendment,
this does not involve a great deal of
money.

But I do think it goes more deeply than
that, both with respect to our fiscal situ-
ation and with respect to this particular
program. These studies do take up the
trained personnel of the Corps of Engi-
neers. If we are not receiving the
trained personnel of the Corps of Engi-
neers in directing these studies, we had
better not be making them at all. But if
to the extent they do take up the trained
personnel of the Corps of Engineers, to
that extent this trained personnel being
used for this civilian purpose is in com-
petition for the trained personnel that
we so badly need not only for the billion
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dollar military construction program
which passed this House this past week,
but for the other military engineering
projects for which the Corps of Engineers
is responsible in the combat areas in
which American troops are engaged. I
think this is a great deal more important
to us than the dollars involved.

This amendment is designed to re-
trench, to curtail the investigative fune-
tions of the Corps of Engineers for their
civilian purposes in order that trained
personnel will be available—and there is
a scarcity of trained personnel in this re-
spect—so they will be available for the
military responsibilities of our country.

Mr. RESNICK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. RESNICK. The gentleman men-
tioned 11 projects. Would the gentle-
man be good enough to name the 11
projects?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I have al-
ready mentioned them twice. Would it
be helpful if I mentioned that none of
the 11 projects are in the State of New
York—would that answer the question
the gentleman had in mind?

Mr. RESNICK. That would be very
helpful.

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose
does the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. Boranp] rise?

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to oppose the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. Borawn]l is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment of the gentleman from Wis~
consin would affect, as he has indicated,
just the unbudgeted items and the in-
creases in the budgeted items. As he
indicated, it amounts to a total of $1,-
890,000,

His first amendment would have at-
tacked all the items with which he was
displeased in the unbudgeted items, the
increases in the budgeted items, and that
would have totaled $2,117,000. But in
order to get at the unbudgeted items and
the increases in the budgeted items, it
was necessary for him to offer this
amendment that is now before us.

This amendment, would affect a num-
ber of projects throughout the United
States.

Let me say, it would seem to me there
ought to be some power vested in this
committee that the subcommittee on ap-
propriations should have some responsi-
bility on deciding on projects, and that
is precisely what we did with respect to
the unbudgeted items and also the in-
creases in the budgeted items.

This committee listened to 1,600 wit-
nesses. It held hearings for a period
of 9 months. There were over 180 Mem-
bers of Congress alone who came before
the committee seeking increases in budg-
eted items or seeking appropriations for
unbudgeted items,

So, I do not think I can emphasize too
strongly, Mr. Chairman, this commit-
tee should have the right, not alone the
Bureau of the Budget downtown, but
this committee that sat for so long and

September 21, 1966

has listened to so many witnesses, that it
should have the right to put in some of
the items which it, in its wisdom and
%%ldgmentu believes ought to be in this

If we follow the recommendation of
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr,
Davisl, we will be saying that we do not
have this right and it ought to be given
to the bureaucrats downtown.

So I think this amendment, Mr.
Chairman, ought to be defeated.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOLAND. I am delighted to yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin, I simply
want to say to my colleague from Mas-
sachusetts, for whom I have the great-
est respect because of his responsible
work on this committee, that I do not
advocate the turning over of this power
or decision to the Bureau of the Budget
as a permanent proposition. I would be
among the first to assert the responsi-
bility as well as the authority of this
committee to institute new general in-
vestigations of its own. But I am at-
tempting by this suggestion to find means
for installing a formula for dealing with
what I consider to be a very critical fiscal
situation in this country. I suggest it
only as an emergency formula for this
fiscal year and during the Vietnam war
in which we are now engaged and not as
a permanent practice for this committee.

Mr. BOLAND. I appreciate the re-
marks of the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. Davis]l. Let me say there is no
more valued, no more hard-working
member of that committee.

He is in constant attendance. He does
a thorough job in interrogation of wit-
nesses. I am sure that he, no more than
any one of us, in fact, would want to turn
this whole job over to the Bureau of the
Budget, but the fact is that that is pre-
cisely what the amendment would do.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
agreeing to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Wisconsin.

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DAVIS OF

WISCONSIN

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin.
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Davis of Wis-
consin: Page 3, line 22, strike out "$31,-

730,000" and insert in lleu thereof *$31,-
503,000,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Wisconsin is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, this is the second category to
which I referred. It was mot included
in the immediately preceding amend-
ment. It was included in the first
amendment which I offered at this point
in the bill. This refers now to a reduc-
tion of $227,000 for 11 specific general
investigations which I have twice read
to the Members of this Committee.

It would involve, for example, a proj-
ect which has been inactive since Korea.
It would involve one study of local water
supply and recreational problems, which
I do not feel is a Federal responsibility.
It would involve a couple of projects with

Mr. Chair-
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particularly low benefit-to-cost ratios.
It would involve one or two projects for
which the justification is primarily
recreational, and the justifications so
show.

I agree that while under different cir-
cumstances we might all want to take a
different attitude, I feel that it is im-
portant to pinpoint these ifems as being
unjustified at this particular time. ;

Mr. BOLAND. Mr, Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

This is the second part of the sum-
mary amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Wisconsin which the Com-
mittee has already defeated. As he has
indicated, this is an amendment which
would reduce this item by $227,000, and
this is a list of budgeted projects which
he considers to be of marginal value. I
would leave to the judgment of the
Members of this Committee as to
whether or not these projects are of
marginal value.

A great number of these projects, or
some of the projects, are projects which
are harbors of refuge located in Michi-
gan, Ohio, and New York. Some of
them are recreation, some flood control,
and some are beach erosion projects.

Again, this amendment would affect
some projects that are in States all over
the country. As I have indicated, we
have already defeated the original pack-
age amendment and this amendment is
part of that. It was part of the original
amendment originally offered by the
gentleman from Wisconsin. It would
appear to me that we should stand by
the earlier judgment. I urge defeat of
the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
agreeing to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Wisconsin.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the reguisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to ex-
press my own disappointment over the
fact that the Subcommittee on Public
Works of the Appropriations Committee
failed to appropriate the comparatively
small amount of $250,000 for a national
cemetery program, as I had requested.

In the State of New Jersey a cemetery
for veterans known as Beverly Cemetery
has been obliged to close. If we could
have an extra $125,000, we could reopen
that in fiscal year 1967, and we could
obtain the site necessary to provide final
resting places for veterans whose fami-
lies want them buried in a veterans
cemetery.

I know my colleagues from New Jersey
on both sides of the aisle share my re-
gret. I express the hope that if the
other body should include this item, the
conferees could see fit to accept their
recommendation.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words,

Mr. Chairman, President Roosevelt
once said that the most important task
facing our people, other than protecting
ourselves in a major war, was to leave a
better country for our children than the
one we found.
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Mr. Chairman, I pay tribute to our
great friend, the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr., KEmwan] for his untiring efforts to
achieve President Roosevelt’s statement
of purpose. All of us in this House are
proud to acknowledge the outstanding
contributions of the gentleman from
Ohio to America the beautiful. Genera-
tions to come will have a better, more
lovely country, both economically and in
natural beauty, because of the efforts of
MIkE EIRWAN.

But Mr. Chairman, there is so much
that can be done by the rest of us who
are devoted to the same task. Ameri-
cans have been careless—much too care-
less—with their bountiful heritage. Pol-
luted streams and waterways, foul air,
auto junkyards, careless fires, scattered
refuse have hurt almost irreparably
America the beautiful. I was talking a
short time ago to a Member who had
just returned from a visit to our national
parks,

The parks are wonderful—

He said—
but do you know what would do more than
anything else for the scenic beauty of Amer-
fca?

I shook my head.
Giving a penny back on every beer can—

He replied.

Advancing civilization brings its pen-
alties. Where shall we dispose of our
empty bottles and cans, our refuse, our
atomic wastes, our industrial and na-
tional pollutants?

We who live on Lake Michigan are
very much concerned—understandably—
with any practice or activity that results
in pollution of our lake. For some time
the Corps of Army Engineers has been
dumping its dredgings from rivers and
waterways right into the middle of Lake
Michigan, without regard to the ques-
tion of whether such dredgings add to
the pollution of the lake. Yes, we want
the dredging. We want improvements
to our harbors and our waterways. But
we do not want such improvements to
result in fouling the waters of the lake.

And, Mr. Chairman, it is contended by
officials of the Metropolitan Sanitary
District of Greater Chicago that such
dredgings do pollute Lake Michigan.

I was prepared, Mr. Chairman, to offer
an amendment to this bill to prevent
disposing of polluted dredgings in Lake
Michigan. However, upon checking with
the Corps of Army Engineers, I was ad-
vised that the corps had been engaged
for some time in studying alternative
methods of getting rid of the dredging
wastes. That study is almost completed,
and it is confidently expected that an al-
ternative will be found. It will inevitably
be more expensive. Dumping the dredg-
ings into the lake is less costly firan-
cially. But, Mr. Chairman, the easy way,
the cheap way is not necessarily the best
way. There is only one Lake Michigan.
There is only one system of Great Lakes,
and they must be protected from further
pollution. I intend to stay in close touch
with the corps to make sure that its
polluting practices are discontinued.

23395
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will
read.
The Clerk read as follows:

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL
For the prosecution of river and harbor,
flood control, shore protection, and related
projects authorized by law; and detailed
studies, and plans and specifications, or
projects (including those for development
with participatior or under consideration for
participation by States, local governments,
or private groups) authorized or made eligi-
ble for selection by law (but such studies
shall not constitute a commitment of the
Government to construction); $953,715,000,
to remain avallable until expended: Pro-
vided, That no part of this appropriation
shall be used for projects not authorized by
law or which are authorized by law lmiting
the amount to be appropriated therefor, ex-
cept as may be within the limits of the
amount now or hereafter authorized to be
appropriated: Provided further, That $550,-
000 of this appropriation shall be transferred
to the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wild-
life for studles, investigations, and reports
thereon as required by the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 563-565)
to provide that wildlife conservation shall
recelve equal consideration and be coordi-
nated with other features of water-resource
development programs of the Department of
the Army.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DAVIS OF
WISCONSIN

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Davis of Wis-
consin: On page 4, line 14, strike out *$953,-
715,000 and insert in lleu thereof
“$010,330,000".

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, this amendment includes three
categories of proposed deletions. It is
in this phase of the bill, I believe to which
the gentleman from Massachusetts re-
ferred as a summary amendment with
respect to the earlier paragraph on in-
vestigations. In other words, this in-
cludes all three of the categories where
I believe reductions should be made.

The first category would represent a
reduction of $30 million to delete un-
budgeted new planning and construction
starts, resumptions and increases in
budgeted amounts. Here again, I would
refer the members of the committee to
the very adequate committee report, in
which the unbudgeted items for planning
and construction are indicated by foot-
notes. I would further advise my col-
leagues from California, who made in-
quiry a minute ago, that this Eel River,
as I will mention in another category,
is included in this overall amendment.

The second category in this amend-
ment refers to a group of budgeted proj-
ects which in my opinion could very well
be deferred at this time. They include:
In California, the Eel River for planning;
in California, the Lytel and Warm Creeks
for planning; in Florida, the Ponce de
Leon Inlet for planning; in Illinois, the
Richland Creek for construction; in Ken-
tucky, the Paintsville Reservoir, for plan-
ning; in New Jersey, the Atlantic City
reimbursement, for beach erosion con-
trol; in Oklahoma, the Lukfata Reser-
voir, for planning; in Virginia, the Vir-
gina Beach reimbursement, for beach
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erosion; in West Virginia, the Burnsville
Reservoir, for planning; in West Vir-
ginia, the R. D. Bailey Reservoir, for con-
struetion; in Maine, the Dickey-Lincoln
School project, for planning; in Ken-
tucky, the Martin’s Fork Reservoir, for
planning; in Texas, the Trinity River, for
planning; in Colorado, the Trinidad
Reservoir, for construction; and in Illi-
nois, the England Pond levee, for con-
struction.

I would submit, Mr., Chairman, with
respect to each and every one of these
15 projects, that while good cases can
be made for their construction at some
time, that there is not that immediate
urgency about them which would justify
proceeding with them at a time when re-
entrenchment ought to be the order of
the day for civilian construction projects.

The third category included in this
amendment is a group of five projects
which are budgeted but which must jus-
tify themselves at least 50 percent or
more as the basis of recreation benefits.
These would include: In Florida, Virginia
Key and Key Biscayne, for construction;
in Hawaii, Haleiwa Beach, Oahu, for con-
struetion; in Hawaii, Honokahau Harbor,
for planning purposes; in North Carolina,
Ocracoke Island, for planning purposes;
and in Missouri, Smithville Reservoir, for
planning purposes.

There may come a time when we will
feel that we can proceed with these proj-
ects on the basis of their recreational
value, but I do not believe this is the
time. I believe this represents a breach
of faith with those who are depending
upon us for some very urgent appropria-
tions at this time, keeping in mind that
if we spend this money for this purpose
we shell have to delete some projects for
this Government somewhere else or bor-
row the money with which to provide
for them.

I submit, therefore, that the amend-
ment ought to be adopted.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado.
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Iam happy
to yield to the gentleman from Colorado.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I direct
the gentleman’s attention to page 26 of
the report, to the items for Colorado.
There is listed Chatfield Reservoir. There
is a budgeted item of $481,000. Also,
there has been approved oy the commit-
tee for construction $5,519,000. The
planning figure is $481,000.

Would the gentleman's amendment
affect the planning money?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired.

(On request of Mr. RoGers of “olo-
rado, and by unanimous consent, Mr.
Davis of Wisconsin was allowed to pro-
ceed for 3 additional minutes.)

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Would the
gentleman’s amendment affect either of
those items; and, if so, which one?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. The amend-
ment which I have offered would affect
the construction money. It would not af-
fect the planning money of $481,000,
which was included in the budget.

I believe this is justified not only on the
grounds that it was not in the budget but
also, I suggest, because if there is that
much planning which remains to be done

Mr. Chair-
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it is highly questionable whether they
would be in a position to go ahead efli-
clently and economically with construc-
tion during the fiscal year.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. If, as an
example, $5 million of that were for the
purchase of land to go along with the
planning, would the amendment apply
to that?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. It would af-
fect it, because that would be considered
as construction funds not included in the
budget.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I thank
the gentleman.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr, Chairman,Irisein
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this is an attack upon
the construction part of the public
works appropriations bill. It is made for
the purpose of deleting unbudgeted new
planning and construction starts, re-
sumptions, increases in budgeted
amounts, and budgeted projects with
recreational benefits in excess of 50 per-
cent, and new budgeted projects of mar-
ginal value. It comes to a total of some
$34 million.

As the gentleman has said, this is his
first amendment. It is the overall in-
clusive amendment which includes all the
projects he believes ought not to be
carried in this particular bill this year.

If this amendment is defeated, the
gentleman will offer another amend-
ment; and if that amendment is de-
feated, he will offer another. The two
subsequent amendments will cover parts
of the amendment the gentleman now
offers.

Mr. SECREST. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOLAND. Iam delighted to yield
to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. SECREST. Would this amend-
ment cover the North Branch Reservoir
on the Kokosing River?

Mr. BOLAND. Yes.
ment would cut that out.

Mr. SECREST. I want to oppose the
amendment. This is one of the most im-
portant projects in Ohio. I believe the
amendment should be defeated. For
over a year I have worked for this proj-
ect. I do not want to see it killed here
on the floor of the House by this amend-
ment.

Mr. BOLAND. I appreciate the gen-
tleman’s joining me. I think that any
Member with a project here would be in-
terested in defeating the amendment.

These projects have been given con-
sideration by the Subcommittee on Pub-
lic Works. The chairman of the sub-
gommittee spent many long hours on this

ill.

We increased those projects which we
believed were entitled to an increase.

As the genfleman from Colorado has
said—and he has been supported in his
belief on this by his eolleagues, the gen-
tlemen from Colorado [Mr. McVICKER
and Mr. Evans]—Chatfield Dam is one
that would be affected by the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Wis-
consin. It would reduce the Chatfield
Dam appropriation by $5,519,000.

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe I have
seen a better case made for an increase
in a budgeted project than was made by

This amend-
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the Members of Congress from Colorado
plus all the distinguished citizens from
the Denver area.

That not only applies to Chatfield but
to a place like Dubuque, Iowa. I remem-
ber the able Member, the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. CuLver], coming before
the committee to testify with a distin-
guished group of citizens from Dubuque.
Now, this is strictly a flood control project
which is attuned solely to the preserva-
tion of lives and property and preventing
damage. The distinguished Member
from the State of Iowa who represents
that distriet [Mr. CuLvEr], came before
the committee and made a very persua-
sive case for this project. This is the
kind of a project which will be eliminated
here. The increase in the budget for con-
struction of this project will be elimi-
nated if the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Wisconsin prevails.
These projects affected are all over this
country. They affect every State and are
in every nook and corner of the Nation.
Most of them apply to flood control.

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BOLAND. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. CULVER. I wish to thank the
gentleman from Massachusetts for
yielding. I would like to express my
appreciation for his kind references to
the community of Dubugue and to our
efforts to secure passage of this legisla-
tion so that we can obtain this very much
needed project.

1 rise in opposition to this amendment
and express my appreciation to the
chairman and the members of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations for their dedi-
cated efforts on behalf of our area.

Mr. Chairman, the farsighted, wise,
and gifted leadership of Chairman Kir-
waN over the years has made possible the
development of water and power supply,
flood control, navigation, and reclama-
tion public works projects so fundamen-
tal to the present strength and future
progress of America.

Mr. Chairman, it is a source of per-
sonal gratification to me that the Ap-
propriations Committee has approved our
request for funds to complete the
planning of the Dubuque flood control
project and to begin construction of this
floodwall in the coming year.

For much too long a time, the city of
Dubuque has suffered through ravaging
floods of the Mississippi River, construet-
ing and removing temporary protective
measures which can at best be only par-
tially effective, restoring public facilities,
repairing damaged property, and gen-
erally cleaning up in the wake of the
flood.

Back in 1944, the city received the
necessary congressional authority to be-
gin planning for a permanent flood pro-
tection device, but it was not until fiscal
year 1964 that the first Federal appro-
priations were made for this planning.
This year, the President’s budget in-
cluded $145,000 to complete the planning
stages of the project, but the hopes for
funds to at least start construction of
the floodwall were diminished when no
further budget request for this purpose
was made.
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The continual threat of flooding on
the Mississippi is a constant concern to
business, industries, and government in
Dubuque and problems arise concerning
insurance rates, new industry location,
business expansion and construction In
the rather heavily industrialized section
of the city most seriously affected.

A recent study of a respected research
organization reveals that 94 percent of a
representative cross section of Dubuque
residents consider a permanent means of
flood protection to be the most important
pending community project. In addi-
tion, they overwhelmingly indicated
their willingness to approve a bond issue
to finance the city’s share of the cost of
such a facility.

On the basis of my personal observa-
tions during the disastrous flood of 1965,
and my work with Dubugue officials since
that time, I can testify with the greatest
conviction to the need for immediate
action to provide effective flood protec-
tion in the area.

Plans for the 1965 floods—drawn up
as early as 1962—were put into effect on
April 1 of that year, almost a full month
before the floodwaters crested. All city
forces and 3,500 volunteers worked to
minimize the damage of the floodwaters,
filling and putting into place 350,000
sandbags and operating 141 trucks and
bulldozers on a 24-hour basis. Red
Cross, civil defense, and the Salvation
Army supplied staff and support serv-
ices; the Corps of Engineers provided
full-time technical advisers; the Coast
Guard patrolled the river with 26 men;
and the National Guard patrolled the
dikes. The cleanup began on May 1
and continued through the month of
August.

This outstanding effort is credited
with preventing damage to an estimated
$19 million worth of property. But an-
other $8 million was lost in the flood.
Beyond this, the Corps of Engineers esti-
mates that an additional $7 million in
damages have been incurred as a result
‘1)53 éluods in Dubuque dating back to

Every year that completion of the
project is delayed poses a very real threat
of adding to the already enormous costs
which the city and individual Dubuque
residents have endured.

It is for this reason that we have
worked this year to secure not only the
recommended funds to finish planning,
but an additional $105,000 to begin the
construction of the floodwall in 1967. By
gaining approval for these funds, we can
accelerate the timetable for completion
of this vital project and provide perma-
nent protection for more than $80 mil-
lion worth of property from any future
flooding of the Mississippi.

I want to express my appreciation to
the Dubuque community leaders, Mayor
Walter Pregler, City Engineer John L.
White, Dubuque Packing Co. Representa-
tive Andrew Kisting, and Attorney Fran-
eis J. O'Connor, who came to Washington
to testify with me before the House and
Senate Appropriations Committees. It
was their efforts, and the support of the
residents of the city, which made clear
the urgency of this undertaking and re-
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sulted in the approval of the House Ap-
propriations Committee.

I realize that at a time of budgetary
pressures, we must postpone new starts
on projects which can be deferred tem-
porarily. But there is no question as to
the priority which the Dubuque project
must receive.

I am also aware that the committee
heard testimony from over 1,600 wit-
nesses requesting funds for unbudgeted
projects and to increase the amounts on
budgeted projects. This included nearly
200 Members of Congress involving over
300 projects.

I, therefore, urge my colleagues in the
House of Representatives to defeat this
amendment and support the committee
judgment that this critical flood control
project is of the highest priority and fully
justified, by approving the entire $250,000
included for Dubuque in the appropria-
tions bill now before this body.

Mr, BOLAND. I thank the gentleman
from Iowa for those kind remarks.

May I again emphasize that if anyone
knows how seriously this amendment
would affect this particular area, it is the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. Chairman, I am now delighted to
yield to the gentleman from Atlantic
City, N.J. [Mr. McGrATH].

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose this amend-
ment, which would prevent the reim-
bursement of Atlantic City in the amount
of $150,000 for a beach-erosion project.
This was a budgeted item intended to
reimburse Atlantic City for work already
done. Itis an authorized Federal project
and Atlantic City went ahead with this
work in the obvious belief that the Fed-
eral Government would reimburse the
city.

This project has a very favorable
benefit-cost ratio of 2.9 to 1. The total
estimated project cost is $9,160,000 of
whitch $4,010,009 is the estimated Federal
cost.

The justification for authorization of
this project is as follows:

Atlantic City is one of the most popular
seaside resorts on the Atlantic coast. The
economic Iife of the city is largely based
upon the preservation of the beach for rec-
reational purposes. The authorized work is
necessary to maintain a suitable beach for
recreational purposes and for protection of
the boardwalk and properties fronting the
ocean and Absecon inlet.

The city has completed more than 40 per-
cent of the work in accordance with the
authorized plan and has been reimbursed for
the Federal share of costs incurred through
fiscal year 1963. Current operations are con-
fined to the 4,800-foot stone jetty extending
seaward from Brigatine Island which is vital
to the protection of navigation using Absecon
inlet. A total of 2,560 feet was completed
through 1958 in four inecrements. A 400-
foot extension costing $310,000 was completed
in September 1964 and the Federal share of
$155,000 will be reimbursed to the city out
of funds available for fiscal year 1966. The
balance of fiscal year 1966 funds will be used
for partial payment of the Federal share of
the cost of a further 350-foot increment of
jetty construction started in November 1965
with completion scheduled in June 1966.

Last year, Atlantic City was reim-
bursed in the amount of $200,000 for this
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work by the Public Works Appropriations
Act of 1966.

I urge the Members to defeat this
amendment. I commend the distin-
guished chairman and the members of
his committee for bringing such a fine
appropriations bill to the House floor.

Mr. BOLAND. I can understand why
the gentleman from New Jersey is con-
cerned about this, because it will elim-
inate a beach-erosion-control project in
New Jersey, which has already com-
mitted itself to the expenditure of more
than $5 million. This is a reimbursement
project, and they are entitled to be reim-
bursed for it. All other parts of the
Nation which have this kind of a project
have been reimbursed for it, and there
{;v,e no reason why New Jersey should not

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, BOLAND. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to join the gentleman
from Massachusetts in opposition to this
amendment. While previous reference
has been made to other projects, I would
like again to devote some attention to
this so-called Ecl River Delta projeet.
To give you some idea of the problems
we are facing, I am personaly convinced
that the benefit-cost ratio of this project
will have to be altered in the future,
because while it is now listed with a
benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.1 to 1, I would
remind you that during the 1964 floods
there was $7 million spent on flood dis-
aster recovery and rehabilitation costs
by the Corps of Engineers in the Eel
River Canyon and Delta alone. This does
not include the ASCS reseeding program.
On the north coast of California we have
40 percent of the water for the entire
State and we have a history of annual
floods occurring there. I am the rank-
ing Republican of the Flood Control Sub-
comittee of the House Committee on
Public Works which is going to look
into this matter of benefit-to-cost ratio
next year. The chairman and I have
discussed this problem and will be ask-
ing many of you to join us and our
Committee on Public Works in looking
into this entire benefit-cost ratio ques-
tion, because in the long run, I believe
we will save a great deal of money.

I am convinced the existing benefit-to-
cost ratio is outdated. I have described
it as horse and buggy in its approach to
the financial and benefit facts of life.

The gentleman from Wisconsin raises
a good point that more justifying infor-
mation needs to be provided to the com-
mittee on these projects. I can assure
him that this will be the intent of our
committee when we conduct the hear-
ings on benefit-to-cost ratio evaluation
next year.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the remarks of the gentleman
from California and will say that what
he says is precisely true. The author of
this amendment objects to this project
because it has a benefit-cost ratio of only
1.1 to 1. That was true, as the gentle-
man from California indicated, in 1954.
But here it is 1964. They have had floods
since then. There has been a great loss
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of life last year and the year before.
The area lost 24 lives and spent $7 mil-
lion in the area. This, of course, brings
this to much better than a 1.1 to 1 bene-
fit-cost ratio now.

Mr. STANTON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOLAND. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. STANTON. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman from Massachu-
setts yielding to me.

I rise in opposition to the amendment
of the gentleman from Wisconsin. I
would like to point out to the House that
this amendment will delete from the hill
the Chagrin River project in my dis-
trict. This is a flood control project
which is badly needed in the western half
of Lake County, Ohio. In recent years
several people have lost their lives due
to the flooding of the Chagrin River.

It would also delete from the bill $200,-
000 for the widening and deepening of
the outer channel of Ashtabula Harbor.

Mr. Chairman, I would also at this
time like to express my reservation con-
cerning the Lake Erie to Ohio River
Canal. In voting for the public works
appropriations bill of 1967, I will not be
voting for the approval of this project
at this time for the following reasons:

First. This project received the ap-
proval of the Corps of Engineers Rivers
and Harbors Committee only last week.
In the last paragraph of their report they
said as follows:

The Board report is being processed to the
Chief of Engineers, who in turn will transmit
his proposed report, together with the re-
ports of the Board and the reporting officers,
to the Governors of the affected States and to
interested Federal sgencies for their views
and comments. These comments will ac-
company the complete report to Congress
with the recommendations of the Chief of
Engineers.

I am firmly convinced that this project
should have followed these channels be-
fore additional money was asked for en-
gineering. It is my duty to represent my
district to the best of my ability. In-
volved in this project, according to the
Corps of Engineers, is $95 million in first
cost local participation funds. Many of
these millions of dollars will have to come
from the counties of Lake and Ashtabula
in the State of Ohio. These costs and
those that will be sustained by the State
of Ohio should have been thoroughly
examined before additional planning
money was allocated.

I am also concerned with the Corps
of Engineers report that states:

Prior to construction—

Loecal interests furnish assurances satis-
factory to the Secretary of the Army that
they will:

a, Provide without cost to the United
States all lands, easements, and rights-of-
way required for construction and subse-
quent maintenance of the navigation fea-
tures of the project, except in the Grand
River Reservoir and the divide cut, and for
alds to navigation upon the request of the
Chilef of Engineers, including suitable areas
determined by the Chief of Engineers to be
required in the general public interest for
initial and subsequent disposal of spoil, and
also necessary retaining dikes, bulkheads,
and embankments therefor or the costs of
such retaining works;
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b. Hold and save the United States free
from damages due to the construction, op-
eration, and maintenance of the navigation
features including, but not limited to, those
resulting from wave action and changes in
ground-water levels;

c. Bear a proportionate share of the cost
of bridge alterations over the exlsting chan-
nels of the Beaver, Mahoning, and Grand
Rivers in accordance with the principles of
Section 6 of Public Law 647, Seventy-sixth
Congress (Truman-Hobbs Act), as amended;

d. Assume all obligations of owning, in-
cluding operating, maintaining, and replac-
ing, all railway and highway bridges altered
or constructed as part of the multipurpose
project, including any additional costs of
maintenance or operation which may be re-
quired because of the project, with such ob-
ligations for each bridge being assumed upon
completion of the alteration or construction
of that bridge;

e. Provide and maintain, at local expense,
terminal and transfer facilities along the
waterway and at a Lake Erle terminus ade-
guate to handle the commerce which will
use the waterway, with depths in berthing
areas and local access channels serving the
navigation channel commensurate with the
depths provided in related project areas;
with terminal facilities at Lake Erie open to
all on equal terms.

Before I could give my approval to this
project, I believe it is my duty to protect
the local political subdivisions from this
tremendous expense. In any case, no
approval can be given by me until such
time as the State of Ohio assures our lo-
cal subdivisions that they stand ready
to provide the non-Federal funds that
would be eventually needed at the time of
construction.

It is also my firm belief, Mr. Chairman,
that this project will never be built with-
out the approval of the Boards of County
Commissioners of Ashtabula and Lake
Counties. These bodies hold the key to
the eventual construction of the canal.

At the present time I do not believe
that the benefits to be derived in my dis-
trict outweigh the tremendous imme-
diate cost to our local taxpayers. I will
hold this position until assurances to the
contrary are given to me by either the
State of Ohio or the Federal Government
that non-Federal funds be provided at
least in part by other than local tax-
payers of Ashtabula and Lake Counties.

Mr. BOLAND. I appreciate the gen-
tleman’'s remarks.

Mr. TUPPER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BOLAND. I yield to the gentle-
man from Maine.

Mr. TUPPER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Massachusetts for
yielding to me and rise to express my
opposition to the amendment.

I will not impose on the time of the
House to diseuss the tremendous benefits
that have sprung from development of
the natural resources of this Nation.

Each of you are well aware of the
great strides we have taken in creative
resources development throughout most
of the United States.

‘We have also helped to build huge
hydro projects in underdeveloped coun-
tries of the world such as the 370-foot-
high dam on the Volta River in Ghana
which provides West Africa with 1 mil-
lion kilowatts of electricity.
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Yet, for some strange reason, Maine
and New England have been bypassed as
the natural resources of other areas of
the United States and abroad have been
developed.

Secretary of Interior Stewart L. Udall
has called the Dickey-Lincoln School
project a ‘“‘great water resource project
in the classic sense” and he also termed
it “a model for conservation” in that it
provides complete and comprehensive
development of the international St.
John River.

Two engineering agencies of our Gov-
ernment—the Corps of Engineers and
the Department of Interior—partici-
pated jointly in preparing the engineer-
ing and economic feasibility studies of
this project. The Federal Power Com-
mission considers it the finest hydroelec-
tric site in New England. President
Johnson personally transmitted the re-
port on the project to Congress to dem-
onstrate his strong support of the
Dickey-Lincoln School project. And
finally, Congress in the last session au-
thorized its construction. Now another
feasibility study will be undertaken; and
while the proponents do not believe it is
necessary, we hope it will serve to reas-
sure those still with doubts.

Mr. Chairman, the Dickey-Lincoln
School project has impressive credentials
as a resource development project; and I
am at a loss to understand the continu-
ing attempts to block the legitimate in-
terests of the people of New England.

New England suffers from the highest
cost electric power in the continental
United States. In Maine, electric rates
for the average consumer are 21 percent
higher that the national average. In
fact, the average monthly bill for the
same amount of electric power increased
from 1964 to 19656—while it was decreas-
ing throughout the rest of the Nation.

Now, when a solid promise of help is
offered to the people of New England,
selfish private-interest groups continue
to seek to obstruct it. Secretary Udall
has called upon them to cooperate in this
great endeavor, citing the advantages of
mutual cooperation, but they refused.
The gentleman from Maine, Congress-
man Hataaway, and I have sought their
cooperation without avail. Instead they
hold out only promises designed to con-
fuse the issues and thwart the will of
Congress.

The private power companies have two
approaches. In New England they say
that construction of the Dickey-Lincoln
School project would prevent them from
going forward with their so-called nu-
clear alternative. In Washington, how-
ever, they say that the Dickey-Lincoln
School is unnecessary because of their
firm intentions to construct their nu-
clear alternative.

The Federal Power Commission, fol-
lowing the presentation of these utilities
before the House Public Works Commit-
tee last year, reviewed their so-called
nuclear alternative. The Commission
concluded that it was not, in fact, a
cheaper alternative. They found in-
stead that power produced under this
so-called alternative was 41.8 percent
higher in terms of cost per kilowatt-year
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and 52.6 percent higher in terms of ca-
pacity costs.

The small municipal systems and rural
cooperatives in Maine pay these utilities
15 to 20 mills for electric power. Power
from the Dickey-Lincoln School project
would be sold at 8 mills. Think what
this will mean in Calais, Maine, for ex-
ample, where the streets are illuminated
by 25-watt bulbs. You have no idea what
this project means in terms of area rede-
velopment in Aroostook and Washing-
ton Counties where nearly half of the
people live on incomes clearly below the
poverty level.

For those who are apprehensive over
the cost of this project, let me remind
them that for every dollar of Federal
investment an additional $2 of private
business transactions will be generated.

A study made by the Department of
the Interior of electric power needs in
the region showed that 36 million kilo-
watts of generating power would be
needed in New England and Canada's
Maritime Provinces by 1980. After de-
dueting existing capacity and planned
additions, the Federal Power Commission
estimates there will be a deficit of 17
million kilowatts. I think prudent men
would agree that New England needs
both nuclear plants and the Dickey-Lin-
coln School project. It is not a case of
one against the other; actually, substan-
tially more low-cost electric power is
needed in New England than both can
provide.

I hope that my Republican colleagues
will join in bipartisan support of the
Maine project. I would remind them
that this project has the support of Re-
publican Gov. John Reed, Senator
MARGARET CHASE SMiITH, and the last Re-
publican State convention in my State.

Mr, Chairman, in nearly 16 years of
public life—here and in Maine—I can
think of no single project which is more
important to the future of my State. In
my 6 years in Congress, I have con-
sistently supported the development of
water resources of this Nation no matter
where they were located because I am
convinced that prudent investment in
our resources is also a prudent invest-
ment in the future of our country. I ask
only that you do for the people of Maine
that which they have willingly supported
for the citizens of other States for many
years.

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mpr. Chairman, you know that they say
a freshman should be seen and not heard.
I have been on this distinguished com-
mittee for only a short time. Like many,
before I had the opportunity to join this
distinguished Committee on Appropria-
tions and this particular subcommittee,
I wondered how they operated. The dis-
tinguished chairman, the gentleman
from Ohio, as you know, is one of the
most respected and honored Members of
this House. He has friends galore by
reason of that fact.

Mr. Chairman, this bill would be much
bigger if Mixe Kirwan had his way and
if he had not used the restraint that he
thought was necessary at this time.

But, by the same token, as the gentle-
man has said over and over again, he
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believes in the future of the country and
in the development of the resources of
this country and in what is going to keep
it great.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. Kimirwan] believes that we
should maintain advanced planning and
continue construction; he believes we
should maintain flood control and the
development of our natural resources for
the benefit of all people.

Now, Mr. Chairman, the gentleman on
the other side of the aisle wants to
cut out the unbudgeted items. Mind
you, if your committee had just limited
itself to the budgeted items, someone—
I do not know who on this side of the
aisle—but someone over there would
have wanted to cut it below the budget,
saying that the Bureau of the Budget did
not know what it was talking about, and
that it was too extravagant.

On the one hand, Mr. Chairman, they
want to adhere to what the Bureau of the
Budget says. And, if you do, that is
too much.

I want to tell the Members of the Com-
mittee that every item that is contained
herein has been carefully considered by
this committee.

Mr. Chairman, I feel that it is a great
honor to join this distinguished com-
mittee, on both sides of the aisle.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman who has
offered this amendment, the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. Davis], there is not
a more dedicated man on this committee
than the gentleman from Wisconsin.
But by the same token he will admit that
every ifem was gone into thoroughly.

By the same token, Mr. Chairman, can
anyone tell us that this will not be need-
ed to be done later on? The gentleman
just wants to postpone it, because he
wants you to tighten the belt a litile
tighter.

Mr. Chairman, it is my opinion that
this subcommittee has tightened the belt
just as tight as we can make it.

Mr. Chairman, we must maintain
plans ahead. If we stop all future plan-
ning, if we stop all items of construction,
all of those items that have been ap-
proved, when we finish this war under-
takings, we will not be in a position to
move ahead.

Mr. Chairman, the distinguished gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. Kirwan]l has
done an excellent job. He has restrained
himself in what he believes is needed
for this country. He is to be commended
for that and I believe he has brought out
a bill that none of you should turn down,
that none of you should delete any item
of it, because the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. Krrwan] is a man who believes in
America. This bill represents the belief
of the gentleman from Ohio in a greater
America. And, mind you, I want to re-
peat the fact that it would have been
much larger if the gentleman from Ohio
had had his way.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment which
is now being proposed, and those that
will come later, being offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Davis], if
they had had any merit, we would have
cut them out in the committee,

Mr. Chairman, we have a tight com-
mittee. Had they had no merit MIKE
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Kimrwan would have cut them out, be-
cause he is a gentleman who believes and

-knows that we must practice some re-

straint, and by the same token, he does
not want to see this counfry throttled
in the development of its great resources
by any niggardly type of restraint.

Mixe KirwaN is a builder of America
and I urge you to join with me in reject-
ing this amendment and be a builder
with him.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to join a
number of my New England colleagues
in applauding the action taken by the
Appropriations Committee in reference
to the proposed Dickey-Lincoln School
project.

In my opinion the continuing search
for information on this project can only
benefit the taxpayers of the Nation at
a time when they deserve our utmost
attention.

It seems clear enough to me that the
Federal agencies that have been stump-
ing for this project can have no legiti-
mate objection to such a thorough anal-
ysis before we are asked for construc-
tion moneys. This project has been so
enveloped with controversy, elaim, and
counterclaim and conflicting informa-
tion that we would be doing a genuine
disservice to the people of New England,
and the Nation as well, not to seek the
true facts.

By involving at the outset the full
searching powers of the Appropriations
Committee we can seek answers any-
where and everywhere, from the Atomic
Energy Commission to the Federal Power
Commission, from the many statements
in the ConGrEssioNAL REcoORD to the en-
gineering studies made by private £rms.
We should seek and probe and ask until
all the answers are in and then—and
only then—should this House be asked
to make a decision on this tremendously
costly project.

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr, Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment. It
is a shocking fact that in the face of
today’s expanding naval needs some of
our great carriers cannot enfer the har-
bor of one of our major naval bases be-
cause of an inadequate entrance. Al-
most equally shocking is the fact the
movement of Navy ships into and out of
this harbor is impeded to the point
where special permission must be ob-
tained on weekends at times before a
Igavy veasel can enter or leave the har-

or.

This situation exists at San Diego,
Calif., and is caused by the fact that the
single entrance to the harbor is too nar-
row and too shallow to meet the needs
of the major naval base there,

San Diego Harbor is one of the 10 best
natural harbors in the world. Unfortu-
nately, at present there is only one en-
trance, and that entrance is only 600
feet wide. In addition to the vast num-
ber of Navy vessels berthed in the har-
bor, and using this entrance, there are
13,000 other boats of all sizes from
pleasure craft to commercial fishermen
registered in San Diego County, most of
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which use that entrance from time to -
time. The congestion is tremendous,
and increasing, It is complicated fur-
ther because six changes of course are
required to negotiate the channel by
large ships.

Even worse, at low tide large carriers
cannot enter the harbor at all. This is
because the depth of the entrance is
only 42 feet. The large carriers have a
draft of 37 feet, with sonar equipment
extending another 5 feet or more below
the hulls.

It is impossible to dredge a deeper en-
trance because the floor of the harbor
is at bedrock. Already in view by the
Navy are vessels which will have a draft
greater than 42 feet. These ships, which
will be among the most important the
Navy has, will not be able to use one of
the Navy's greatest harbors under pres-
ent conditions. Other Navy vessels are
already denied use of the harbor for rea-
sons having nothing to do with depth of
the water. They are nuclear-powered
vessels of the future, which will not be
permitted to dock in the harbor because
there is insufficient circulation, or flush-
ing action, of the harbor waters with only
one entrance.

A major training operation of the Navy
loses tens of thousands of man-hours a
month because of inadequate access to
training facilities. These are amphib-
ious training operations off the shore of
the base on the ocean side. To reach the
scene of these training operations, boats
and men must make a circuitous route
through the present harbor entrance.

The harbor could be made available
for use by all Navy ships of whatever size,
whether nuclear powered or not, conges-
tion could be eased and unhampered en-
try and exit for Navy vessels made pos-
sible, and thousands of training man-
hours saved, by construction of a second
entrance to San Diego Bay. The Army
Engineers have begun a study to deter-
mine the feasibility of such an enfrance.
In the bill before us is an appropriation
of $165,000 for continuation of that
study.

To meet the expanding needs of our
Navy, a second entrance to the harbor
is & necessity. So great is this need that
it even overshadows the purely commer-
cial benefits such a second entrance
would provide for Metropolitan San
Diego. The city's growth as a major
west coast port is hindered now by its
inadequate harbor entrance. There are
already T5 oceangoing freighters which
cannot use the port of San Diego be-
cause of the shallow harbor entrance.
With every country turning to larger and
larger freighters, more and more ships
will have to turn away from one of the
major cities on the west coast unless a
second and deeper entrance is made into
San Diego Bay.

Civilian needs present a forceful argu-
ment in favor of such an entrance, but
great as they are, they are overridden by
Lhe pressing and increasing needs of the

AvYy.

The budgeting of funds for this harbor
study is of vital importance to the Navy
and to our national defense.

A prominent retired Navy officer told
me recently of meeting with the late
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President Franklin D. Roosevelt, aboard
the President’s car on a railroad siding
in San Diego during the year 1944.

Displaying an unusual and detailed
knowledge of our harbor—stemming, no
doubt, from his days as Assistant Secre-
tary of the Navy—Mr. Roosevelt asked:

By the way, when are you golng to cut
that second entrance?

The question is being asked now with
greater frequency.

I hope my colleagues, by their votes
today, will provide a clue to the answer.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment. We in the First District of
Alabama are always interested in and
aware of the continuing value of the
Coosa-Alabama River system because its
terminus is at the port city of Mobile.

Much of the traffic on this river sys-
tem is handled in one way or another
at Mobile. The cargoes transported on
this system contribute a great deal to the
economy of Alabama.

I give my ungqualified support to four
budgeted items for development of the
Coosa-Alabama River system, with a
total amount of $32,600,000.

They include $13,500,000 for continu-
ing construction of the Millers Ferry
Dam near Camden, $7,500,000 for con-
tinuing construction of the Claiborne
lock and dam near Monroeville, $3 mil-
lion for continuing construction of the
Jones Bluff lock and dam further up-
stream, all three of these projects located
on the Alabama River.

The fourth item of the group is the
Carters flood and power dam on the
Coosa River near Rome, Ga., where
$8,600,000 is budgeted for continuing
construction there.

In addition, I want to call attention
to the request for the unbudgeted
amount of $800,000 covered in the gen-
tleman’s amendment, for the beginning
of the Alabama River channel improve~
ment in the 82 miles of the river below
the Claiborne lock and dam. This is es-
sential if the dams I have mentioned are
to become operative.

In fiscal 1966 funds were appropriated
for planning of this project. The locks
in the Claiborne Dam and in the Millers
Ferry Dam are scheduled to be placed
in operation in December 1967. It is
important that the channel improvement
be completed, also, at that time, if year-
around navigation is to be possible in
this area of the river.

With completion of these projects the
Coosa-Alabama River system will be
open for navigation a total distance of
325 miles from Mobile to the Jordan Dam
No. 2. This will be truly a remarkable
achievement, one that has been dreamed
of and sought by forward-looking men
for many years.

It is hoped that the goal will be
reached by 1970. It will bring added
economic strength to all citizens in the
area.

This river system is the second largest
south of the Ohio and east of the Missis-
sippi. It drains wholly or partially 43
counties in Alabama and Georgia and
covers about 38 percent of the State of
Alabama. The system is considered one
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of the greatest undeveloped natural re-
sources in the Southeast.

This series of river development proj-
ects presents an excellent example of
partnership between the Federal Govern-
ment and private enterprise. The Ala-
bama Power Co. has worked closely with
the Federal Government in planning and
constructing dams for power generation.

There also is a need for flood control.
The State of Alabama is interested in
greater recreational development along
the two rivers in conjunction with reser-
voirs.

The outlook is one of optimism gen-
erated by the lively imagination, hard
work, and foresight of many -citizens,
and the cooperation of government at
the local, State, and Federal levels.

I urge defeat of the amendment.

Mr. SMITH of Towa. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in opposition to this amendment.

This amendment would exclude, in
addition to the Dubuque project previ-
ously mentioned, money for a project at
Waterloo, ITowa, and also one near Ames,
Iowa. I strongly supported the Water-
loo project because it has been badly
needed for years. Industries in Waterloo
have been hit by flood after flood in re-
cent years. As Lt. Governor Fulton
testified before the committee, this situa-
tion has increased the risk of losing exist-
ing industries there in addition to dis-
couraging new industries from coming
there.

The project at Ames was authorized
last year. The Budget Bureau recom-
mended the money to relocate a new
interstate highway there but did not
recommend any money for planning
preparatory to construction. The Budg-
et Bureau has a judgment to make as to
which projects should be pushed faster,
but the House makes its own final deci-
sion before acting and I hope my col-
leagues will agree that the planning on
this Skunk River project should be start-
ed now.

I urge the rejection of the pending
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. Davis].

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DAVIE OF
WISCONSIN

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr, Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Davis of Wis-
consin: On page 4, line 14, strike out “$953,~
715,000”, and insert in lieu thereof “$923,-
715,000,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. Davis] is recog-
nized for 5 minutes in support of his
amendment.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, this is the first category included
in the previous amendment which was
just rejected. This would delete unbudg-
eted new planning and construction
starts, resumptions and increases in the
budgeted amount. Thirty million dollars
are involved in this amendment.

It is not fair to say, as has been said
here in connection with the previous
amendment, that there would not be
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funds for planning, that a new construc-
tion program would not go forward if
this amendment ‘were to be adopted. I
think it more fair to say that a more re-
strictive and probably more cohesive pro-
gram will go forward by the adoption of
this amendment than will be the case if
it is not adopted.

We already have, Mr. Chairman, a $614
billion program ready to proceed with, a
backlog of that amount of authorized
projects requiring additional planning
and construction money, without adding
these unbudgeted items that are included
in the bill and which, in my opinion as
I have said before, ought to be removed
from the bill at this time.

Mr. RESNICK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVIS of Wiseconsin. I yield fo
the gentleman.

Mr. RESNICE. Mr, Chairman, I must
admit that at this time I am confused
by the gentleman’s amendment as I am
sure many of my colleagues are. The
gentleman in his wisdom for some rea-
son has singled out in his minority report
a project in my district. I am wondering
if that is in this particular amendment
or is that a special amendment?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. That is not
included in this particular amendment.
This would apply only to unbudgeted
projects.

Mr. RESNICK. I am just waiting for
the lightning to strike and I just want
to know when to look. I thank the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr, Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment to
strike the Dickey-Lincoln School hydro-
electric project appropriation from the
bill. The gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. Davis] has stated the reasons he
wants this and the other 14 projects in
one category stricken is because either
they have a low benefit-to-cost ratio, or
there is no urgency in proceeding with
them, or because there is considerable
controversy over their merits. In answer
to these objections let me say this:

Certainly the Dickey-Lincoln School
hydroelectric project does not come
within the purview of the gentleman’s
first objection that the benefit-to-cost
ratio is low. The benefit-to-cost ratio
of this project is 1.86 to 1 which is better
than 55 percent of the projects to which
a cost ratio can be assigned and which
were authorized by Congress last year,
and it is better by far than benefit-to-
cost ratios of many other hydroelectric
projects which have been authorized by
this Congress in the past; to wit, the
Colorado River storage project had a
ratio of 1.3 to 1, the Fryingpan-Arkan-
sas project had a 1.65 to 1.

With respect to the gentleman’s econ-
tention that there is no urgency in going
ahead with this project, I would like to
point out that the demand for electric-
ity throughout the United States is in-
creasing rapidly and this is especially
true in the New England area. The
blackout last year in New England and
New York, which fortunately was not too
harmful could have been catastrophie,
was in no small measure due to the
fact that the demand for electricity in
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New England and New York exceeded
the supply. It is true we have to appro-
priate money for our effort in Vietnam,
but the industry that supports the ef-
fort in Vietnam must also go on and this
industry requires an abundance of low-
cost electricity.

Finally, in answer to the gentleman’s
statement that the project is controver-
sial let me say first of all that there
should be no controversy over it what-
soever on its merit. The project has
been thoroughly studied and approved
by the Department of the Interior, the
Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of
the Budget, but if there is any doubt
about its merits, the controversy has
been compromised in committee by a re-
duction from the budgeted amount of
$1.2 million to $800,000 and the commit-
tee has recommended a staff study of the
project. I see no need for such a study
nor do I see the need for cutting the
recommended appropriation. I am con-
fident that the study will uphold the
previous exhaustive studies that have
been made, and I am hoping that the
study can be made as soon as possible
so that the remaining moneys may be
appropriated as they are needed to con-
struet this much needed project as soon
as possible.

The CHAIRMAN. For what reason
does the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. BorLanp] rise?

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. Boranp] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. Davis] is the first
part of the package which we have al-
ready defeated. This pertains to un-
budgeted, new planning, construction
starts, resumptions and increases in bud-
geted amounts and it comes to a total, as
indicated by the gentleman, of $30 mil-
lion.

This would affect all projects where
we have moved them from the planning
to the construction stage; all projects
which we put in which were unbudgeted;
and this will affect all projects which we
have increased the sum of the amounts
for budgeted items, such as the Chat-
field Dam, the Dubugque, Hugo Reservoir,
New Hope Reservoir, Ashtabula Harbor,
and a great number of projects all over
the United States would be affected by
this amendment.

We have already defeated this amend-
ment in the big package and I urge the
Committee not to go along with amend-
ment.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to this amend-
ment. As I understand this amend-
ment, its net effect would be to delete
very important projects in my congres-
sional district.

Mr. Chairman, it must be exceedingly
difficult for the Members to fully grasp
the magnitude of flood problems on the
north coast of California. We have the
major projects on Corta Madera Creek
in Marin County, the Warm Springs-
Dry Creek Dam in Sonomsa County, the
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Redwood Creek Flood Control Levee in
Humboldt County and many other proj-
ects, at varying degrees of progress to-
ward construction, that are involved in
this matter. Year after year, the devas-
tating floods hit these areas; the people
have been waiting for a long time for
relief from this annual flood threat.

If this amendment, and the others of-
fered to delete these items are passed, it
would prolong the agony and suffering
of the people in this area. I violently
object to these amendments and vigor-
ously support the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts in opposing this and similar
amendments.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr. Davis].

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose
does the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
Davis] rise?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DAVIS OF
WISCONSIN

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Davis of Wis-
consin: On page 4, line 14, strike out “$953,-
715,000”, and insert in lieu thereof “$953,-
065,000,

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, this is the second category, which
is a selective list of 15 projects which
ought to be deferred at this time of fiscal
difficulties. The amount of money in-
volved is $3,735,000. It would include a
group of projects of low benefit-to-cost
ratio, or of high controversy, or of lack of
urgency priority at this time.

I know that it is not easy for Members
who are aware of particular problems to
criticize and ridicule the attempt to
withdraw projects from funding at this
time when a low benefit-to-cost ratio is
shown. But I think in fairness to this
subcommittee, if there have been changes
in conditions in these areas affecting
these projects, I think that we have a
right to expect that those charged with
the administration of those projects and
requesting funding of them to come up
and tell us about it, and I think it is un-
fair criticism now to point out, “Oh, we
have had a lot of floods since then, and a
lot of people have died since then, and
now you want to condemn other people
to death. You want to condemn other
people to flooding.”™

There is not a single man on this sub-
committee who feels that way, and least
of all the gentleman who is now ad-
dressing the Committee of the Whole.
But I think we have a right, if these
problems are critical, to have someone
come and tell us about them, and not
require us to rely upon newspaper sto-
ries, headlines, and garish pictures that
appear in magazines and newspapers
throughout this country. So I do not
accept with a very good grace the criti-
cism that some of these projects are a lot
more urgent than we on the committee
have been told. I think that if there has
been a change in circumstances, we
ought to have new studies and investi-
gations. We ought to have up-to-date
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information brought before us, because
some of these projectsdoshow a very un-
favorable benefit-to-cost ratin. One of
them on this list has a benefit-to-cost
ratio of 047 to 1. I do not think we
should be funding projects of that kind.
If these are inaccurate figures, it is not
our fault. It is the fault of those who
are charged with propesing these proj-
ects, and justifying them before our com-
mittee.

Mr, Chairman, I submit that each of
these 15 projects was not justified on the
record, and on the record we must rely if
we are to fulfill our responsibility to the
other Members of this House, and to the
country as a whele. On the record these
projects should be deleted, and I ask that
they be deleted.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

This is the second category in the
amendments that the gentleman from
Wisconsin has offered. This amend-
ment would affect five projects which to-
tal $650,000. These are new budgeted
starts which the committee in its wis-
dom and in its judgment decided ought
to go in.

All of them have a favorable ocost-
benefit ratio.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOLAND. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. The Eng-
ljand Pond levee project in the State of
Illinois has a benefit-to-cost ratio of
0.47 to 1.

Mr. BOLAND. I understood that the
gentleman’s amendment was directed to
the $650,000 reduction which he wanted
to eliminate. I find only five projects
there. Those have a benefit-to-
wost ratio of 4.2 to 1, 62 to 1, and 1.2 to
.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I thought
the amendment which the Clerk read is
directed to the $3,735,000 item, which in-
cludes a list of 15 budeeted projects
which I have read to the Committee

I do have a pending amendment wlm:h
would apply to the $650,000 to which the
gentleman has reference. It has not yet
been read by the Clerk.

Mr. BOLAND. Fine. I am addressing
myself to projects which are 15. They
are budgeted: California, Eel River; Cal-
iformia, Lytel and Warm Creeks; Flor-
ida, Ponce de Leon Inlet; Illinois,
Richland Creek' Kentucky, Paintsville

Virginia Beach; West Virginia, Burns-
ville Reservoir; West Virginia, R. D. Bai-
ley Reservoir; Maine, Dickey-Lincoln
School project; Kmtmky. Martin's Fork
Reservoir; Texas, Trinity River; Colo-
rado, Trinidad Reservoir; and Illinois,

EIIJWDSOH Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr, Chairman, T
Jjust went up to the Clerk’s desk to take a
look at the amendment, and the amend-
ment is for less than a $700,000 cut. It
does not provide the $3 million cut the
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gentleman from Wisconsin is talking
sbout. I think # is egually bad, but it
is not the amendment the gentleman
thinks he is talking about.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. A parlia-
mentary inguiry, Mr. Chairman: May we
be advised which of the two amendments
is now pending, which one the Clerk did
read? I understood it to be the cut of
$3,735,000.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
read the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Davis of Wis-
consin: On page 4, line 14, strike out “$953,-
715,000”, and imsert in liew thereof *$958,-

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin, Mr. Chair-
man, I stand corrected. I understood the
Clerk to read the amendment relating to
the list of projects. This appears to be
the one we have been discussing. Mr.
Chairman, I ask that the Clerk may read
the amendment relating to the $3,735,000
reduction, and that this be considered as
before the Committee at this time.

The CHATRMAN, The Chair will state
that there iz one amendment pending.
Does the gentleman intend to offer an-
other amendment?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin., Yes, there is
one further amendment.

The CHATRMAN. ‘The Chair will in-
struct the gentleman that we will dispose
of this amendment.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that the
amendment which was read by the Clerk
be withdrawn and that the Clerk now
read the amendment relating to the re-
duction of $3,735,000.

The CHATRMAN. Without objection,
the amendment referred to will be with-
drawn and the Clerk will report the
amendment oflered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED EY DAVIS OF
WISCONSIN

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Davis of Wis-
consin: On page ¢, line 14, strike out “$953,-
715,000,” and insert in lieu thereof “$049,-
980,000,

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin., Mr. Chair-
man, I regret the error that I made. I
did not properly hear the Clerk.

However, the amendment to which my
remarks were addressed related to the
list of 15 projects representing a reduc-
tion of $3,735,000, which I consider to
be subject to deferment for various rea-
sons at this time. I believe I have dis-
cussed those, thinking that that was the
amendment before us.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr. Davis].

The amendment was rejected.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DAVIS OF
WISCONSIN

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

"The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, Davis of Wis-
consin: On page 4, Tine 14, strike out
“$053,715,000, and insert in lieu thereof
“$053,065,000".
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Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I now ask that we consider this
amendment which I thought the Clerk
apparently had read, the one that I with-
drew, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I shall be brief. This
represents a list of five projects, the jus-
tification for which is more than 50 per-
cent recreation. It includes funds for:
Virginia EKey and Eey Biscayne, Fla.,
construction funds; Haleiwa Beach,
‘Oahu, which is a reimbursement project,
for which I believe is fairness reimburse-
ment could be delayed until the next
fiscal year; Honokahau Harbor, Hawaii,
which includes $33,000 for planning; and
for Ocracoke Island, N.C., $15,000 in
planning; and for the Smithville Reser-
voir, in Missouri, $50,000 for planning.

This is not much money, $650,000, in
today’s money market, but this will be a
gesture indicating that we cannot ap-
Pprove primarily recreation projects at
this time in our country’s critical fiscal
situation.

this amendment. It will, as the gentle-
man says, affect five projects which he
has delineated. All of them are recom-
mended by the Bureau of the Budget.
All of them have favorable benefit-to-
cost ratios.

I ask for a vote on the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The guestion is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin TMr. Davis].

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRE. CLARE

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Crarx: On
page 4, line 14, strike out “$958,715,000" and
insert in leu thereaf “$853,215,000".

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Chairman, this bill
should be amended to delete an appro-
priation of $500,000 on behsalf of the pro-
posed Lake Erie-Ohio River Canal.
Such appropriation would be ill consid-
ered and certainly is premature at this
time. In fact, the project for which
this money is to be appropriated, has not
even been considered, let alone approved
by the Committee on Public Works. Be-
fore the project is authorized, and oer-
tainly before any appropriation is made
for it, it should be determined whether
the Governors of the two States involved,
namely, Ohio and Pennsylvania, are in
favor of the project and whether the
needed local support will be forthcoming.
No such determination has been made.
The Governor of Pennsylvania is on rec-
ord as opposing this project as worth-
less and harmful to Pennsylvania, and it
has similarly been opposed by both Penn-
sylvania Senators and by virtually all
Members of this House from Pennsyl-
vania. ‘There is serious gquestion whether
it will not be opposed also by the Gov-
ernor of Ohio. It is likely that this ls
50 because the enormous ex
which this project will put the State ut
Ohio and its political subdivisions will
greatly outweigh any benefit which the
«canal could bring.
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I represent the only congressional dis-
triet in Pennsylvania through which
the proposed canal would run. I have
studied this project with care, and I am
convinced that there will be no benefit
to my district whatever. On the con-
trary, it will be costly and harmful.

It will cost the local government in my
distriet well over $15 million to relocate
and reconstruct water intakes and out-
lets, sewer lines, public utility lines, and
so forth. We will be called upon to pro-
vide at local expense large disposal areas.
I estimate that the annual cost of main-
tenance will be well over $300,000 per
year for the 50-year life of the project.
I doubt that the local interests in my
district could provide any such sums and
I am certain that even if they could,
they would resist such payments, be-
cause no benefit could be derived from
the project.

On the contrary, if the canal is built
and is even half as successful as its
advocates claim, it will cause unemploy-
ment among the railroad employees in
my distriet whose jobs will be eliminated
by the canal. More than that, it will
intensify the pollution problem from
which we now suffer. Already the Ma-
honing River is an open sewer whose pol-
lution is dumped into the Beaver River.

The local authorities in Ohio have
stated at various public hearings, that
they cannot afford to improve the quality
of the water of the Mahoning. On the
other hand, the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare has found and
has reported that if the canal were to be
built, pollution of the Mahoning River
would be greatly intensified. For this
reason alone we would oppose the project.

All these problems and many more
should be given consideration before a
project of this sort is authorized, and
certainly before we start spending money
in its behalf, especially at a time when
inflation is one of our great problems.

When this project was first proposed
by House Document 277 in 1934, the
mileage or length of the canal was to be
35 miles, now it is 120 miles.

The first cost to local interest was $10
million, now it is $95 million, which does
not include any money for construction
of terminal facilities at Lake Erie or any
place on the canal route.

The annual local cost in 1934 was
$600,000 for 50 years. Now this cost per
year for 50 years has risen to $10,300,000,
and that is a lot of money.

Threatening telegrams certainly do not
help any cause:

YouwesTownN, OHIO,
September 21, 1966.
Congressman Franix CLARK,
Rayburn Building,
Washington, D.C.:

9,000 Western Pennsylvanians who are your
constituents depend on their jobs in the
Mahoning Valley. Your support of the ap-
propriations bill approving the inter-con-
necting waterway would be in their best
interests and would have their approval.
Your opposition to the project would result
hll t.lie opposition to your candidacy for re-
election.

James P, GRIFFIN,
Director, Distriet 26, 400 Realty Building,
Youngstown, Ohio.

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.
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Mr. Chairman, I would like to join with
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Crark], in opposing this project.

My remarks concern the merits of
the project: the proposed Lake Erie-
Ohio River Canal.

First. The cost has gone up from the
original proposal of about $200 million
to about $1 billion. It is clear that the
actual cost will greatly exceed this
amount.

Second. The benefits are based upon
questionable economics in comparing
rail and barge rates. These rates, if
correctly computed, would show that
there would be no real benefit from sav-
ings in transportation costs.

Third. A part of the justification is
based on recreation. This is a specula-
tive proposition and, at any rate, it would
seem that there are enough recreational
facilities that could be provided at a
lesser cost that would not involve con-
struction of a billion-dollar canal.

Fourth. The amount of local coopera-
tion is extremely high, and it is very
doubtful if these amounts could be met.

Fifth. The Governor of at least one
of the States affected is opposed to the
project, and it is unwise for the Congress
to proceed with any public works proj-
ects, particularly of this magnitude,
which is opposed by one or more of the
States involved.

For the above reasons I oppose this
project for I believe it is economically
unsound.

FUTURE COURSE OF ACTION ON REPORT

The report of the River and Harbor
Board has now been submitted to the
Chief of Engineers, who will prepare his
proposed report which he will submit to
the Governors of the States of Pennsyl-
vania and Ohio, and the following Fed-
eral agencies: Department of Interior;
Department of Agriculture; Department
of Commerce; Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare; Federal Power
Commission; and the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission. A period of 90 days
is usually allowed for comments. When
the comments are received the Chief of
Engineers prepares his final report and
then submits the report, together with
the Board’s report and all accompany-
ing papers, to the Secretary of the Army
for transmittal to the Bureau of the
Budget, and, finally, for transmittal to
the Congress where it is referred to the
Committees on Public Works of the Sen-
ate and the House,

The committees would then have for
consideration the report of the Board of
Engineers, the Chief of Engineers, the
States, interested Federal agencies, and
the comments of the Secretary of the
Army and the Bureau of the Budget.
The entire matter would therefore be
available for consideration by the two
committees and for whatever action is
considered appropriate at that time.

Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, this project is without
merit and of doubtful authorization. On
May 20, 1940, President Roosevelt asked
Attorney General Jackson to advise his
opinion as to whether or not the proj-
ect for improvement of the Beaver and
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Mahoning Rivers in Pennsylvania and
Ohio needed further authorization by
Congress. The Attorney General advised
the President, under date of May 25, 1940,
that in his opinion this project would not
be authorized without further approval
by the Congress to construct the “stub-
end” canal to Youngstown.

At a time when Congress is concerned
about inflation is not the time to con-
sider such a large expenditure, running
into billions of dollars, which could re-
sult only in questionable benefits to one
locality. Such extravagance should not
be considered even in times of top pros-
perity when reviewed as to the harmful
effects on all of our eastern seaboard
ports, as well as the railroad and dock
companies, who estimate such diversion
of traffic would eliminate some 8,000 jobs
in communities as far away from the
canal as New York, Buffalo, Philadelphia,
Baltimore, Norfolk, and Detroit. Even
greater distress would be felt in the com-
munities immediately adjacent to the
canal.

Certainly this is not in the national
interest, and I join with my colleagues
in support of this amendment.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
this amendment because I am opposed
to appropriating funds for the construe-
tion of this canal in spite of my high
esteem and friendship for the author
of the proposal. This cannot be a help
to my district, and it could be very harm-~
ful. T realize, though, coming into the
well on a bill of this sort is like a phy-
siclan trying to take out Santa Claus’
appendix on Christmas Eve when he has
a pack of gifts on his back. I realize
that most every Member of this House
has a personal interest in this bill, I
can say truthfully that the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Appropriations,
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr, KIRwaAN],
deserves the great and high esteem in
which he is held by the Members of the
House of Representatives as well as the
others, because of the wonderful work
he has done on behalf of public works,
water conservation, and flood control
projects all over this great country.
However, we from western Pennsylvania,
feel we have a serious problem with Lake
Erie and Ohio River Canal, and are here
today for one purpose—to make a record
and point out the fact that we do not
believe this canal is going to be hene-
ficial to us. Pennsylvania is still the
steel center of the world. We do not
need this canal to increase our steel pro-
duction. We do not need it for any
other purpose. So my appearance here
today is for one reason. I am speaking
for the Congressmen from western
Pennsylvania in opposition to appro-
priating any funds for this project.

The proposed canal project will cost
both the State of Ohio and the State
of Pennsylvania and the various muniei-
palities and the public facilities and
railroads an enormous amount of
money. Until a full report has come in
from the Corps of Engineers with respect
to the project becoming available, it is
not even possible at this moment to esti-
mate the cost of this canal.
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Mr. Chairman, the cost as pointed out
in the committee report is $917 million
of Federal money and—non-Federal
cost—is poing to be $95 million. This is
over $1 billion. This is a conservative
fisure—it will be over $2 billion before
one barge ever travels this canal.

Mr. Chairman, I realize that only
$500,000 is being reguested today, but
this is the foot in the door of a project
that will eventually cost $2 billion.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I can truthfully
say, that most everyone in Pennsylvania,
including the Governor, both Senators
from Pennsylvania, every Congressman
from western Pennsylvania and central
Pennsylvania, the Mayor of Pittsburgh,
the Democratic ex-Governor of Pennsyl-
vania, David Lawrence; the ex-Gov.
George Leader, are in opposition to this
canal.

Mr. Chairman, such great newspapers
of Pennsylvania as the Pittsburgh Press
and the Post Gazette, have all run edi-
torials in opposition to this canal.

In Ohio such great newspapers as the
Cincinnati Enguirer, the Toledo Blade,
the Cleveland Press, and the Columbus
Citizen-Journal have condemned this
project in no uncertain terms.

Mr. Chairman, I have not heard one
single word of support for this canal
from the two great Senators from the
State of Ohio.

Mr. Chairman, I believe this canal, if
it has any merit, should be studied fur-
ther so that the people who will really
benefit should come forward at a public
hearing to testify as to whether this is a
feasible project. Personally, I feel, aside
from the city of Youngstown, Ohio, the
proposed canal has no local support. It
is difficult to see why this project should
be foisted upon so-called prime bene-
ficiaries who do not favor it.

Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment. I do so, however, with con-
siderable regret because of my high re-
gard and respect for the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. Kmrwan1.

However, Mr. Chairman, because of
the feeling of the people in the congres-
sional district which it is my honor to
represent that this project will be harm-
ful to that district, I must rise in sup-
port of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, in the report which this
distinguished committee brings to us to-
day, on page 5 thereof, is the following
wording :

I:t-ih:nuldbe noted that public works proj-
ects, befor thzy are eligible for funding,
are subject to .
process o assure t.hay are economically jus-
tifled. After a thoreugh study by the re-
sponsible agency and clearance with all other
agencies involved, they are carefully reviewed
by the legislative committees of Congress be-
fore they are authorized by law.

Mr. Chairman, that careful review has
not, been given in this case.

The only legislation which can possibly
be considered to authorize this project is
the act of August 30, 1935.

Mr. Chairman, no member of the pres-
mmwmﬂommltteemamem-
ber of the autherizing committee in 1935.
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At the time this project was authorized
we were in the depths of a great depres-
sion when unemployment was rampant.
At that time, in 1935, the estimated cost
of a 35-mile canalization of the Beaver
and Mahoning Rivers was $37 million.
Conditions are entirely different today.
The proposed canal is 120 miles long. It
is estimated to cost $917 million.

Furthermore, Mr. Chairman, this gues-
tion of the authorization was raised at
another time in 1939. The guestion of a
$207 million project was brought before
the Board of Engineers. At that time
President Roosevelt asked for a lezal
opinion as to whether the authorization
for the $37 million canal would carry for
the $200 million canal. The Attorney
General at that time, Mr. Robert Jack-
son, replied to the President as follows:

My Dear Mr. PrEsmoENT: I have the honor
tom!ertoyourm&mmnduma:ﬂaym
requesting my advice as to whether the proj-
ect for the improvement of the Beaver and
Mahoning Rivers in Pennsylvania and Ohlo,
commonly known as the Stub End Canal to
Youngstown, may be constructed without
further authorization from Congress.

He concluded:

It 1= my opinion therefore that the War
Department would not be authorized with-
out Turther approval by the Congress to con-
struct the Stub End Canal to Youngstown.

Mr. Chairman, what was frue in 1940
is .even more so today. I do not believe
that the project should be approved until
it is given careful and thorough secrutiny
by the proper authorizing committee in
the light of the conditions as they exist
today.

My, Chairman, I think the amendment
should be adopted.

The letter referred to follows:

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL,
Washington, D.C. May 25, 1940.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House.

My Dear Mg, PrEsmenT: I have the honor
to refer to your memorandum of May 20, Te-
questing my advice as to whether the project
for improvement of the Beaver and Mahon-
ing Rivers in Pennsylvania and Ohio, com-
monly known as the “stub-end” canal to
Youngstown, may be constructed without
further authorization from the Congress,

The above project was adopted and au-
thorized by the Congress in the act of Au-
gust 30, 1885, c. 831, 49 Stat. 1028, 1035, in
the following language:

“Beaver and Mahoning Rivers, Pennsyl-
vania and Ohlo; of the width and dept.h pro-
vided in House D 1t Wumt 277,
Seventy-third Congress, as a Federal project
and to continue to Lake Erle at or near Ash-
tabula, Ohio, subject to the final approval of
the whole project from the -Ohio River to
Lake Erie by the Board of Engineers for
Rivers and Harbors;™.

The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Har-
bors in 1ts report on the above project (House
Doc. 277, 73d Cong.) recommended improve-
ment by canalization of the Beaver and Ma-
honing Rivers, Pennsylvania and Ohlo, from
the mouth of the Beaver River to Struthers,
Ohio, at a total estimated cost of $37,000,000
with $640,000 annually for operation and
maintenance. It was provided that loecal in-
terests should pay the cost of necessary
changes to rallroad bridges, tracks, etec., esti-
mated at approximately $5,642,000. In this
connection the report states (pp. 14-15):

& & » Where mew bridges are required
over cut-offs the cest must evidently be
borne by the United States, but the Beaver
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and Mahoning Rivers are considered mavi-
gable waters of the United States to a point
above the limits of the proposed lmprove-
ments, and, therefore, the necessary changes
in existing structures can be secured under
existing law by appropriate orders from the
Secretary of War. In the case of the rall-
road bridges this procedure will necesaarily
have 10 be followed, * * *.”

Thereafter, on December 20, 1838, the
Board of Engineers by report appearing in
House Document 178, 76th Congress, recom-
mended step by step comstruction of the
waterway extending from the Ohio River
through the Beaver, Mahoning, and Grand
River Valleys to Lake Erie, the first step to
consist of the improvement of the Beaver-
Mahoning Rivers, with certaln modifications
of the plans proposed in House Document No.
277, 73d Congress. The report states (pp.
17-18) :

“* % * Because of the large expenditure
reguired for the project and in order that
advantage may be taken of changes in eco-
nomic conditions and of adjustments in
tramsportation charges, the Board belleves
that construction should be undertaken in
several steps as found advisable by the Chief
of Engineers; that somewhat unusual re-
quirements for local cooperation are justi-
fied; and that the TFederal Government
should pay for the reconstruction of exist-
ing railroad company bridges spanning the
Beaver and Mshoning Rivers. To carry out
the work In accordance with these condi-
tions it is necessary to secure additional au-
thority from Congress.

- - - - -

“The Board further recommends that in
view of the extraordinary enlargement of the
river channels, required to provide a suit-
able through waterway, the Federal Govern-
ment pay the cost, as determined by the
Chief of Engineers, that is finally involved

Chairman MawsrFiern of the Rivers and
Harbors Committee of the House in letter
of April 15, 1939, to General Schley, concludes
that the approval by the Congress In the
Rivers and Harbors Act of August 30, 1935,
of the Beaver and Mahoning Rivers project
constitutes ample authority for the Engineer
Corps to proceed with the improvement on
the bmﬂn of including alterations to rall-
road bridges as part of the Federal cost.

I find myself unable to agree with this
conclusion. Such provisional approval of
the Beaver and Mahoning Rivers project as
was given by the Congress In the act of
August 30, 1985, was conditioned upon local
interests the costs of altering rail-
road bridges. The Board of Englneers sub-
sequently proposed modifications of this
plan, including the recommendation that the
Federal Government pay the cost of altering
the bridges. This is obviously a matter for
the Congress to determine. The discretion
vested in the Chief of Engineers to make
such modifications as may be advisable
(House Doc. 277, 78d Cong., p. 4, para. 9)
would mot, in my oepinion, empower him
under the circumstances to bind the Federal
Government to bear the above-mentioned
cost of alterations to rallroad bridges.

It is my opinion, therefore, that the War
Depa.lvnent would not be authorized without

by the Congress to con-
stﬂmt the “stub-end” canal to Youngstown.

.
RoserT H, JACKSON,
Attorney General.
The CHAIRMAN., For what reason
does the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Forron] rise?

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of the amend-
ment.
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Forron] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, the question here is whether
Congress shall start the construction of
the proposed Lake Erie-Ohio Canal, a
giant program that will cost the US.
taxpayers $1 billion to $3 billion. This
is not simply a question of any particular
geographical district to me, nor of com-
petition between two States. It is a
question of whether the canal is really
needed. Because the taxpayers will be
called upon not only to pay the Federal
cost, the State, the county and the local
costs but likewise the maintenance costs.

This Lake Erie-Ohio River Canal proj-
ect has been kicking around for 20 to 25
years. The project has been up and
down through the U.S. district engineers,
the division engineers and the Board of
Engineers in Washington, D.C., with
widely varying figures and costs, pro-
spective use and tonnage figures.

As a matter of fact, on the most recent
U.S. Corps of Engineers statement, the
benefit~cost ratio is only 1.3 to 1. If we
look at the current interest rate now
being obtained in the U.S. economy, we
can see high interest rates the United
States will have to pay in financing cur-
rent public works projects. The interest
rate has already gone up to 5% percent
for FHA loans. The Corps of Engineers
has figured the benefit-cost ratio on the
basis that financing interest payable on
this construction would be 3% percent.
This is completely impractical and im-
possible at the present time. Placing the
interest rate at 514 percent instead of
3's percent for financing brings down
the benefit-cost ratio to $1.0625 benefits
to $1 costs which means we hardly would
get the money back. Under these cir-
cumstances this canal should not be built.

This canal will compete with existing
transportation facilities, so it is not open-
ing up new routes. There is already
transportation both by truck and by rail
between Lake Erie and the Ohio River
that is not adequately being used. We
have now the terminals built on Lake
Erie and the rivers, and likewise have the
plant facilities, which will be made obso-
lete by this canal.

One other point is that this proposed
Lake Erie-Ohio River Canal is not a pub-
lic works project but is largely for private
benefit. I make the statement as a fact,
and I would like to have it answered—
over 50 percent of the total benefit, the
total cost of this Lake Erie-Ohio River
Canal will go to benefit three companies.
I make that as a serious charge. Three
companies will get over 50 percent of the
benefit of $1 to $3 billion worth of
U.S. taxpayers’ money. If that is wrong,
let somebody on this House floor deny it.
It is not wrong; it is true.

I have asked the U.S. district engi-
neers, and the Corps of Engineers to re-
ply to this statement. I have never in 10
years received an answer, and I renew
the challenge to reply.

Another point is this. If we construct
this proposed Lake Erie-Ohio River
Canal, we are going back into the 1800’s,
as canals were feasible then. Now canal
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traffic is too slow, too limited in size, and
this canal is not big enough in size for
ordinary lake or river boats, and barges.
In Pennsylvania we have had for many
years, the Pennsylvania Canal that is not
being used. There is the Erie Canal and
also the Potomac River Canal. Why does
Congress not do something about them?
There is no economic sense to it. Canals
are not feasible today in Ohio-Pennsyl-
vania hilly terrain because there is not
the room. There are not the terminals
and it will cost too much to provide ter-
minals in city and industrial areas.

It is interesting to note that Colonel
Lorence, the Pittsburgh District Engi-
neer of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
resigned from the U.S. Engineer Corps
before his favorable report on the Lake
Erie-Ohio River Canal proposal was ap-
proved by the Board of Engineers.

On October 31, 1947, he turned up
as executive vice president of the Ohio
Valley Improvement Association, the
very people who were then lobbying for
the canal project. Colonel Lorence ac-
tually registered as a lobbyist. His re-
port was approved by the Board of Engi-
neers on November 30, 1948. Colonel
Lorence had already appeared in his
civilian capacity to push the favorable
report he had made just prior to getting
the lobbying job. I wonder whether the
colonel had not the job in mind before
he made his favorable report, the first
favorable report on the Lake Erie-Ohio
River Canal proposal that was made. Is
it not surprising that a U.S. Army dis-
trict engineer promptly is registered as a
lobbyist to push the very project that he
had just filed an official report to favor
even before his report is approved by
higher authority in the U.S. Corps of En-
gineers? There is probably nothing le-
gally wrong in the colonel’s actions, nor
the association’s, but the colonel’s action
certainly raises a big question on the
impartiality and worth of the colonel’s
favorable report.

‘When Ohio and Pennsylvania have al-
ready more than adequate transporta-
tion facilities, why ruin 8,000 to 11,000
railroad workers’ jobs? It has been es-
timated this number of railroad workers
will lose their jobs. This is not a fight
on geography. This isa dispute between
the various kinds of transportation. I
believe that in my area and in Ohio 8,000
to 11,000 railroad workers will lose their
jobs if this canal construction goes
through. This canal construction at a
cost of billions will cause taxes to go up
locally; taxes will go up federally, and in
our States. Who is going to pay for this
useless and unneeded canal? Every tax-
payer in Ohio, and Pennsylvania, and
the whole United States.

I have represented various railroad
brotherhoods at these hearings over the
years, showing their opposition to this
particular waterway project that will
take away substantial rail trafic. Like-
wise I have represented some of the Ohio
citizens, many of them in Grand River
Valley in Ohio, at these hearings. The
farmers complain about the amount of
good land, 60,000 to 80,000 acres, being
taken and ruined by this kind of project.
We in Congress should look at this ex-
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pensive project carefully. We should
not look at the project on the basis of
sectional interest, but Congress must de-
cide whether it is economical, feasibie,
and whether it has been investigated
properly. It has not, so I strongly op-
pose the construction of the proposed
Lake Erie-Ohio River Canal, and urge
support of the amendment to eliminate
the Lake Erie-Ohio River Canal project
from this bill.

This Lake Erie-Ohio River Canal
project has been kicking around for
years. A proposal made in the 1920's to
build substantially the same canal was
defeated in Congress.

Another major effort made by its pro-
ponents during the period 1934-39 had
to be abandoned because a detailed study
of the project by the Interstate Com-
merce Commission at the request of the
White House indicated that the proj-
ect was without value and would, on the
other hand, for the benefit of “a rela-
tively small number of larger shippers”
severely damage the railroads, *an
agency of transportation whose services
are available the year around.”

The project was revived immediately
after the conclusion of World War II, but
the effort collapsed after hearings held
before the Board of Engineers—the only
public hearings which have ever been
held on this project—and the Board was
forced to conclude that the project was
without merit.

The project was revived again at the
beginning of the current decade pur-
suant to a resolution directing the corps
to review all its prior reports and to
bring them up to date. This study re-
sulted in the report of the Pittsburgh
District Engineer issued in January
1965.

It is significant that substantial op-
position immediately developed from the
very areas supposed to benefit from the
canal. The project was publicly opposed
by the Republican Governor of Pennsyl-
vania and by his Democratic predeces-
sor; by the city of Pittsburgh and by
numerous other public bodies in western
Pennsylvania; by the Allegheny County
Labor Couneil; by the Pittsburgh District
of the United Steel Workers; by the
Pennsylvania State AFL-CIO: by the
railroad labor unions; by the railroads
and by their competitors, the Pennsyl-
vania Motor Truck Association, which
might be severely hurt if the canal were
to be built; and by scores of others.

Nevertheless, the district engineer
found the canal to be economically
feasible. It is significant, however, that
upon review his estimate of benefits was
cut to ribbons by the division enginecer
and that his estimate was further dras-
tically cut by the Board of Engineers.
These estimates were as follows: District
engineer, 2.2 to 1; division engineer, 1.8
to 1; Board of Engineers, 1.3 to 1.

These sharp cuts, combined with the
dismal record of the project over the
years, throw great doubt on the merits
of the project.

Whereas the district engineer esti-
mated that over 60 million tons of traf-
fiec would move over the canal in its first
year of operation, this estimate has been
cut by the Board to 10 million tons: and
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the Board indicated that the full volume
of traffic estimated by the district engi-
neer would not be reached for some 50
years. In the face of rapidly developing
technology, particularly in the steel in-
dustry, in the iron mining industry, and
in rail transportation, an investment for
so low a benefit is doubtful indeed.

It must be noted also that the margin
of benefit ratio at 1.3 to 1 is so narrow
as to allow for no margin of error. Any
underestimate of cost, overestimate of
traffic, or other adverse development
would mean that the cost of the canal
would actually exceed any benefit to be
derived from it. Moreover, this impor-
tant point must be raised: The estimated
benefit-to-cost ratio rests in large
measure on the assumption that the en-
tire vast sum required to build this canal
can be borrowed by the Federal, State,
and local governments involved at an
interest rate of 3% percent. Under pres-
ent conditions, this is an absurd assump-
tion. We all know what rates of inter-
est even the Federal Government must
pay for borrowed money today, and the
homebuilder must now pay 5. percent
on FHA loans. Use of a realistic interest
rate would in itself make the canal un-
economic.

In the face of these uncertainties the
Congress should take a closer look at this
project before appropriating any money
in its behalf.

IT 1S LATE IN THE DAY TO BUILD A BARGE CANAL

In the face of the technology of the
mid-20th century, construction of this
canal would be absurd. The value of the
proposed canal should be clearly dis-
tinguished from the value of our great
waterways, such as the Ohio and Missis-
sippi rivers. On these large reaches
large tows can operate and barges and
tows can moor and unload in the channel.
These conditions are a far cry from those
of the proposed canal. By reason of the
topography its channel will be winding
and narrow. Through Youngstown the
width will be limited to 200 feet; but be-
cause of local conditions no greater
width is possible. This means that tows
will barely be able to pass in opposite
directions. If will greatly limit speed
and maneuverability on the canal partic-
ularly in times of bad weather. More
importantly, it will completely preclude
the possibility of unloading barges in the
channel. Thus they cannot be moored
and unloaded at the plants of the steel
mills. It will be necessary to build turn-
outs and mooring basins and to provide
expensive and elaborate handling equip-
ment. Dut to the topography these un-
loading points can only be at some dis-
tance from the steel mills. Accordingly
transshipment of cargoes from these un-
loading points into rail cars or trucks,
and overland transportation to the milis,
will be required. This will impose great
expense in operation, which the Board
seems not to have considered.

IT IS DOUBTFUL THAT IRON ORE TRAFFIC WILL
MATERIALIZE FOR THE CANAL

Nearly one-half of the tonnage which
the proponents claim for the canal con-
sists of iron ore and limestone. There
is a real question whether any iron ore
or limestone would be shipped by this
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canal. Not a single steel plant along the
whole length of the proposed canal has
given any indication whatever that it
would expect to take any iron ore or
limestone from the canal. Since the
steel industry in Pittsburgh and Youngs-
town is supposed to be the chief bene-
ficilary of this project, it would seem
extraordinary that not one of the com-
panies has expressed any interest in the
project. But consideration of the facts
will indicate why this is so.

All of the river plants have been
planned, built, and operated on the basis
of taking delivery of this tonnage from
rail. Even assuming that the plants
could be rearranged to take delivery
from barges, this would involve an enor-
mously expensive effort in the case of
every one of the plants. In fact, in al-
most all cases the river sites are so nar-
row and congested that there may be no
scope for such rearrangement. It 1s
significant in this connection that a rep-
resentative of the six steel plants in the
Youngstown district testified at a hear-
ing held on July 26, 1966, before the
Ohio Water Pollution Control Board
that these plants did not even have
space on their site to permit the con-
struction of cooling towers.

At present, ore and limestone destined
for the Youngstown and Pittsburgh mills
is unloaded from vessels at Lake Erie
ports. It is then placed in rail cars and
delivered directly to the plant, where it
is unloaded directly into separate bins
or stock piles within the plant. If the
canal were to be built, the same tonnage
would, at the Lake Erie port, be first
loaded into barges and these would then
have to be unloaded near the point of
consumption into rail cars or trucks for
delivery to the plant. This extra han-
dling would undoubtedly be sufficiently
costly to overcome any economy that
might be achieved from barge trans-
portation.

In the face of the foregoing, it is diffi-
cult to see how the prospect of a limited
reduction in the transportation cost of
ore and limestone could present an in-
ducement to the investment of great
sums for plant conversion.

THE CLATM THAT THE STEEL COMPANIES IN THE
PITTSEURGH AND YOUNGSTOWN AREAS NEED
THE CANAL TO SURVIVE IS NONSENSE
The chief claim made for the canal by

its proponents is that unless the canal

is built the steel industries in Pittsburgh
and in Youngstown will wither away.

Such a claim is nonsense in the face of

the announcement made on Friday, Sep-

tember 16, 1966, by United States Steel

Corp. that it will build a new cold rolling

mill in the Pittsburgh distriet which will

almost double its Irwin works capacity to

produce steel for the big-volume auto, ap-
pliance, furniture, and related industries.

This project is described by United States

Steel President Leslie B, Worthington as

“one of the largest facility expansion

programs in the recent economic history

of western Pennsylvania,” Mr, Worth-
ington further stated:

This new plant expansion represents a
whopping investment in our faith in this
country’s economy and in what we believe to
be Western Pennsylvania’s role in the na-
tion’s economic picture.
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Mr. Worthington added:

We intend to keep the Mon Valley com-
petitive in a way that will help It to retain
its position as a keystone in the natlon's
economic structure. United States Steel is
not walking away from its investment here.

This is a far cry from the dire pre-
dictions of the proponents of the canal.

THE CLATMED COAL TRAFFIC WILL NOT
MATERIALIZE

There is no substantial prospect that
the coal tonnage claimed for the canal
will materialize.

There is, of course, an almost un-
limited tonnage of coal in the ground in
the great Pennsylvania, West Virginia,
and Kentucky coal mining areas. How-
ever, only a limited part of this coal lies
sufficiently close to navigable water to be
economically {ransported by barge.
Such coal is known as river coal. Since
river coal was the first to be exploited,
it has now been largely consumed; un-
impeachable industry statistics indicate
that all river coal in the area will be
wholly exhausted by about the year 2000.
In the meantime, nearly all of this river
coal is either captive to steel mills in the
Pittsburgh area or is committed by con-
tract to great electric powerplants al-
ready built or under construction or in
the planning stage along the Ohio River
and its tributaries. None of this coal
will move to the canal under any cir-
cumstances. This means that at best
only a trickle of the coal which the engi-
neers claim as potential tonnage for the
canal will in fact be carried by it.

THE CANAL WOULD GREATLY INTENSIFY POL-
LUTION IN THE MAHONING RIVER

The extreme pollution of the Mahon-
ing River is as notorious as is the des-
perate water shortage in the whole area.
The plans for the proposed canal were
reviewed by the U.S. Public Health
Service, and in their report filed with
the district engineer it was shown that
canalization of the Mahoning River
would greatly intensify pollution in the
Mahoning River, because construction of
the locks would create slack pools which
would slow the normal flow of water.
The report also pointed out that use of
already scarce water for operation of
the canal would withdraw from use for
industrial and domestic purposes what
little additional water might possibly be
made available. The district engineer
simply overrode these objections.

It is very probable that in the years
to come availability of reasonably pure
water will be vastly more important to
industrial and domestic development in
the Mahoning and Beaver Valleys than
would the construction of this canal.
THIS IS AN INAPPROPRIATE TIME TO SPEND PUB-

LIC MONEY IN BEHALF OF A CIVILIAN PROJECT

OF DOUBTFUL VALUE

A time when the greatest domestic
threat is that of inflation is certainly not
the moment to embark upon a program
of vast Government expenditure in be-
half of a civilian project whose merit has
not been demonstrated.

ADVERSE EFFECT OF THE CANAL ON THE FORTS
AND RAILROADS OF THE AREA

If the canal should be built and if the

traffic claimed for it should develop, all
of it must be diverted from the railroads
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and from the Lake Erie ports which are
now handling it. The adverse effect
upon the railroads and the existing ports
and upon their employees would be
serious.

The railroads and dock companies
have estimated that such diversion would
eliminate some 8,000 jobs in communi-
ties as far away from the canal as New
York, Buffalo, Philadelphia, Baltimore,
Roanoke, and Detroit. The effect on
some of the railroads in the canal area
might well be disastrous. It is hard to
believe that it is in the national interest
to bring about such a result.

EFFECT ON LOCAL COMMUNITIES

The cost of the proposed project to the
States of Ohio and Pennsylvania and
to the municipalities, public utilities,
and railroads in the area of the canal
will be enormous. Until the full re-
port of the Board of Engineers with re-
spect to the project becomes available,
it is not possible to estimate this pre-
cisely; but it is indicated from the
Board’s public announcement that the
aggregate of local costs will be increased
rather than decreased from those in

the division engineer’s report. These
estimates are as follows:
Division Board
engineer
Local first costs..._.......| $86,300, 000 $95, 000, 000
Local annual charges
(each year for 50 years).. 4, 500, 000 10, 300, 000

These figures are large enough. But
they do not include the large cost of
building and maintaining the canal
terminals. These costs will increase the
total costs which will have to be borne
by the local interests in Ohio to more
than a quarter of a billion dollars.

Local municipalities in both Ohio and
Pennsylvania will have to spend millions
to relocate water intakes and outflows
and sewer, water supply, and drainage
facilities. Similar sums will have to be
spent by public utilities, railroads, and
steel mills for the relocation of bridges
and the like. Very large operating ex-
penses will also fall upon the local com-
munities for years to come. How will
they provide these funds?

It is therefore little wonder that, aside
from the city of Youngstown, the pro-
posed canal has no local support. The
canal has been openly opposed by the
Governor of Pennsylvania; the mayor of
Pittsburgh; the county commissioners of
Beaver County, Pa., through which the
canal will run; official local planning
boards, and others. Both Pennsylvania
Senators and virtually all Representa-
tives in Congress from Pennsylvania are
opposed. No support for the project has
vet been heard from either of the two
Senators from Ohio. The city of Cleve-
land, the largest city in Ohio and a sup-
posed beneficiary of the canal, and nu-
merous other Ohio interests have opposed
the project.

Such great newspapers in the State
of Ohio as the Cinecinnati Enquirer, the
Toledo Blade, the Cleveland Press, and
the Columbus Citizen-Journal have edi-
torially condemned the project in no un-
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certain terms. Editorial opposition by

the press in Pennsylvania is unanimous.

Since those who are to be major bene-
ficiaries of the projects do not favor it,
it is difficult to see why this project
should be fcrzcd upon them at enoring: 3
expense to the whole Nation.

HistorYy oF 1947-48 RerorTs oF U.S., Corprs
oFr ENGINEERS ON PROPOSAL FOR LAKE
Er1E-OHIO RIVER CANAL
Colonel Walter E. Lorence, District Engi-

neer of the Corps of Engineers, Pittsburgh,

submitted his Review of Reports on the Lake

Erie-Ohio River Canal to the Division Engi-

neer on August 12, 1947.

On October 31, 1947, Colonel Lorence re-
signed from the Corps and promptly became
employed as Executive Vice President of the
Ohio Valley Improvement Association, the
lobbying organization which had long advo-
cated construction of the Canal.

On May 14, 1948, the Division Engineer
submitted Colonel Lorence’s Review Report
to the Board of Engineers for Rivers and
Harbors.

On November 17, 1948, the Board held
a public hearing on the project in Pitts-
burgh. At that hearing Colonel Lorence
(now Mr. Lorence) appeared in his new
civilian capacity. Mr. Lorence did not iden-
tify himself as the District Engineer who had
prepared the report, but stated only that he
appeared as the authorized representative of
these organizations. On the contrary, in
commenting on the Review Report, Mr,
Lorence referred to the reporting District
Engineer in the third person. Thus, he
stated “the District Engineer’'s Review Re-
port covers the cold figures that alone justify
the investment in the Canal.”

On November 30, 1948, the Board of Engi-
neers for Rivers and Harbors established a
special review board to review the project.
On the basis of the findings of this board,
the Review Report was returned by the board
to the Pittsburgh District Engineer for fur-
ther study. It remained gathering dust
until 1961 when the study was exhumed at
the Insistence of Representative Emwaw.

Mr. VIGORITO. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to support the
amendment of my colleague from Penn-
sylvania. I regret very much that I
have to take this stand. I think this
is a good bill except for one item. I
regret very much that I have to disagree
with the gentleman from Ohio, the com-
mittee chairman. He has done a tre-
mendous job, and I hold him in high
regard. However, after studying the
economic aspect of this canal, I fail to
see any justification for it. The canal
might have been good 150 years ago. In
fact, after the engineers originally stud-
ied this route, the railroads came in and
they dropped the idea. Today, of course,
with rapid transportation—the railroads
and the highways—there is no justifica-
tion to go back to a slow, 18th century
waterway. The railroads are doing a
tremendous job in this country. We
have, relatively, the cheapest transporta-
tion in the world. To give you an ex-
ample of the efficiency of the railroads,
after World War I there were 2.5 million
employees. Today there are slightly
over 820,000 employees hauling much
more freight and at a very low cost per
ton-mile.

The Railway Labor Executives As-
sociation, representing 22 unions, are in
opposition to the big ditch, along with
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the Brotherhood of Railway and Steam-
ship Clerks, Freight Handlers, Express
and Station Employees.

Another economic aspect of this, as I
see it, is that it will benefit only one in-
dustry in one city, basically the steel
industry in Youngstown, Ohio. By an
engineering report, even by the year 2000
this waterway or this canal, if ever
built—and I hope it is not built—will be
hauling 115 million tons of raw material,
and 95 percent of this will be the raw
material for the steel industry.

Another economic factor is the inter-
est rate. No one has taken into consid-
eration the 5-percent or 6-percent in-
terest factor., On a billion or two billion
cost, we will have anywhere from $50 to
$100 million in interest involved. I am
sure this is much higher than the say-
ings, or the supposed savings that will
be made by hauling the raw material of
the steel industry on this canal.

Further, it will flood 80,000 acres, the
best acres in eastern Ohio.

Mr. Chairman, I am supporting the
amendment. I am against this Lake
Erie-Ohio River Canal. I urge my col-
leagues to support this amendment.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HarsHA
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to this amendment. Many
have said what benefits are we going to
realize from this—What are we going to
receive from it? I do not know what
provincial interests any one will receive
but I do know that it does not take a man
of rare vision to see the obvious benefits
to the entire Nation of connecting the
Ohio River with the St. Lawrence Sea-
way, thereby joining the vast indus-
trial complexes of the two greatest in-
land navigation systems in the world by
a modern artery for low-cost water
transportation.

Such a connection will mean expanded
markets for the industries in both re-
gions. Coal costs for industries and elec-
tric powerplants on the lakes will be re-
duced. Iron ore will move more cheaply
to Ohio Valley mills. Opportunities to
reach world markets via the St. Lawrence
will be opened to industries all along the
Ohio River Valley.

For the coal industry of southeastern
Ohio, West Virginia, and Kentucky this
can be an inestimable boon.

In very real terms, the new waterway
will fuse the entire Ohio Valley into the
St. Lawrence Seaway economy.

Many of today’s opponents to this in-
vestment in the progress and growth of
this great Nation are the same persons
who conly yesterday voted approval for
an expenditure of over $3 billion in
foreign aid. I presume they justify this
vote on the grounds that foreign aid will
enhance the economic development of
some of these so-called underdeveloped
nations and that consequently the world,
including the United States, will be bet-
ter off as a result. Yet these same pro-
ponents of this line of reasoning are
objectioning to an investment in the
future of this Nation—an investment
that will reap great rewards for the
country as a whole—an investment that
will help the transportation industries
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of this Nation cope with the ever-in-
ereasing demand for expansion and serv-
jce, an investment that will create
countless new job opportunities, an in-
vestment that will result in expanded
markets for new and existing industries,
an investment that will help keep Ameri-
can industry competitive with foreign
imports, an investment that will return
to the U.S. Treasury untold billions of
dollars in tax payments—making avail-
able money for future improvements in
our country—in other words, my col-
leagues, an investment in the future
and economic well-being of this great
Nation.

Contrast this, my friends, with the
sorry returns from the investment of un-
told billions of dollars in foreign aid and
ask yourselves—can you in good faith
and in good conscience commit yourself
to invest the taxpayer’'s money in ques-
tionable programs with questionable re-
turns in foreign nations yet refuse to
make this investment in the welfare of
your own Nation?

For those of you who are concerned, as
I am, with inflation, it is not intended
that the project will be constructed dur-
ing the current period of inflation.
Rather, it will take 4 years to plan at
a small annual cost. This bill only pro-
vides for one-half million dollars—an
infinitesimal amount compared to the
national budget and the billions we are
spending. Construction which would be
spread over at least an 8- to 10-year
period would not be undertaken until
larger public works expenditures are
warranted in the economy. As a matter
of fact, the availability of low-cost water
transportation would benefit the ertire
Nation by increasing the availability of
commeodities at a lower cost—a signifi-
cant counterinflationary influence.

Many of you are concerned, as I am,
with the plight of the railroads and their
fears as to what this construction may
hold in store for them. But let me allay
those fears right now—the railroads will
fare well and prosper and grow with the
development of this waterway system. It
is interesting to note that in the Ohio
River Valley, since 1950, industry, seek-
ing the advantages of low-cost water
transportation and ample water supply,
has invested more than $22 billion in
major plant installations and expansions,
just in the counties bordering the Ohio
and its navigable tributaries. These in-
vestments have been largely in the basic
industries, which are central to economic
growth. As this expansion and growth
took place, greater markets and demand
for rail transportation occurred. In-
creased revenues to the railroads resulted
and those railroads which were in com-
petition with the Ohio and Mississippi
water~-transportation systems improved
their economic situation far above those
which were not in direct competition.
Yet these same fears were raised when
the canalization of the Ohio River began
many years ago. They proved un-
founded then as they are now. It is
noteworthy, also, that from the end of
World War II to 1963 the eight railroads
competitive with the Ohio and Missis-
sippi River systems realized a 60-percent
expansion in freight revenue as com-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

pared with only 37 percent for all other
American railroads. Think of that—al-
most twice as much as those railroads
not directly competitive with this water-
way transportation system. I say to you,
my colleagues, that the railroads will,
indeed, be one of the beneficiaries of this
investment.

The eanal will make its maximum con-
tribution to an American economy of
vastly greater dimensions than that
which we know today. The waterway
cannot, foreseeably, be brought into serv-
ice in less than 10 years. According to
the Bureau of Census estimates, by 1976
the population of the United States will
reach 232 million persons; by the year
2000, the waterway will be serving a na-
tion of 350 million, as compared with our
present population of less than 200 mil-
lion. In terms of traffic burden to be
borne by all modes of transport, it is re-
liably estimated that with gross national
product expected to triple by the year
2000—just 34 years from now—our trans-
portation system will then be required to
carry over three times its present volume.

Against this background, I am con-
vinced that the railroads need have no
fear for their future. For them the prob-
lem for the future is their adequacy for
the demands which the future will make
upon them. It is of interest in this con-
nection that in requesting an exemption
for railroad eguipment from the pro-
posed suspension of the 7-percent invest-
ment credit, Mr. Dan Loomis, president
of the Association of American Railroads,
suggested that the tax incentive program
be expanded to encourage “the continu-
ing construction of freight cars, locomo-
tives, piggyback equipment, yards, signal-
ing systems, and other rail facilities re-
quired to meet the rising transportation
demands of expanding economy and
Vietnam military support.”

The biggest load the railroads have ever
carried so far was about 745 billion ton-
miles under the forced draft operation of
World War II. But, by 1976, the Na-
tion will demand of the railroads over
1 trillion ton-miles of freight service per
year. And, by 2000, if they continue
carrying only their present share, the
railroads will have to be equipped to
carry close to 2 trillion ton-miles of
freight, much more than all modes of
transportation combined in 1965.

Thus, it is vital that steps be taken
toward a balanced expansion of the
country’s transportation system. The
railroads will not be able to carry the
entire traffic increment. In view of the
huge economic growth lying ahead, they
will be under severe strain to handle even
their present percentage of the rising
total. Each mode of transportation will
have to be enlarged and extended so as
to provide the type of freight service for
which it is best adapted.

Let me say a word to you about the
benefit-cost ratio of this project. The
Corps of Engineers estimates that ratio
at 1.3 to 1—in other words for every $1
spent the benefits will amount to $1.30.
The corps historically has been con-
servative on these estimates. For exam-
ple, in 1908, the corps based its recom-
mendations on the Ohio River navigation
project upon traffic of only 9 million tons.
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The waterway was not completed until
1929, but by 1950 the tonnage was close to
49 million. The latest estimate shows the
waterway carried about 102 million tons
in 1965—better than 11 times the corps’
original estimate. Again, a correspond-
ing situation occurred on the upper Mis-
sissippi River improvement, where by
1965 the tonnage exceeded the corps’
estimate by four times. While this
benefit-cost ratio is very favorable, the
odds, based on experience, are that it is
far more favorable than the corps’ esti-
mates and America will reap untold re-
wards from this justifiable investment in
the future of this Nation.

Some would deny this boon to Amer-
ica on the plea that it will benefit some
areas more than others—but, this is an
argument applicable to any particular
internal improvement. Any suggestion
of discrimination is removed when the
improvement program is carried out as is
ours on a national basis under standards
of uniform application, In this regard, I
am reminded of the remarks of Abraham
Lincoln, when as a young Congressman
from Illinois, he rose as the spokesman of
his party in an effort to override a Presi-
dential veto of a river and harbor bill.
Commenting on the recently completed
Illinois and Michigan Canal connecting
the Lakes and the Mississippi for the first
time, he said:

Nothing is so local as not to be of some
general benefit. Take, for instance, the Illi-
nols and Michigan Canal. Considered apart
from its effects, it is perfectly local. Every
inch of it is within the State of Illinois,
That canal was first opened for business last
April. In a very few days we were all grati-
fied to learn, among other things, that sugar
had been carried from New Orleans, through
the canal, to Buffalo, in New York. This
sugar took this route, doubtless, because it
was cheaper than the old route. Supposing
the benefit in the reduction of the cost of
carrlage to be shared between seller and
buyer, the result is, that the New Orleans
merchant sold his sugar a little dearer, and
the people of Buffalo sweetened their coffee
a little cheaper than before; a benefit result-
ing from the canal, not to Illinois where the
canal is, but to Louisiana and New York,
where it is not. In other transactions Illi-
nois will, of course, have her share, and per-
haps the larger share too, in the benefits of
the canal; but the instance of the sugar
clearly shows, that the benefits of an im-
provement are by no means confined to the
particular locality of the improvement itself.

And such is the case in this instance.
All America will benefit either directly or
indirectly.

Finally, I would be remiss if I failed
to express my profound appreciation to
the distinguished and beloved chairman
of the Public Works Appropriations Sub-
committee to whose boldness, imagina-
tion and foresight we are indebted above
all others for bringing this great project
forward. He is a worthy successor to
those men of vision who saw in the link-
age of the Great Lakes and the Ohio a
source of strength and prosperity for our
country. Indeed, I know of no man in
modern times who has done more than
MixkeE KmwaAN in the development of
water resources throughout the entire
Nation. Without his powerful support
the modernization of the Ohio River and
the comprehensive development of the
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Scioto Basin, which means so much to
the people of my district, might well have
remained an empty dream. He is for-
ever enrolled among the great builders
of Ameriea and I consider it a high priv-
ilege here to acknowledge my gratitude
and my esteem for this great American.

I urge my colleagues to defeat the
amendment to strike the funds to initiate
planning for the Lake Erie-Ohio River
waterway and to make this investment in
the future of America.

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

I have listened, Mr. Chairman, with
great interest to the remarks of these fine
men today from Pennsylvania in opposi-
tion to this project. It is interesting that
in 1868, Governor John' Geary of the
State of Pennsylvania recommended
construction of the canal and the Legis-
lature of Pennsylvania passed a joint
resolution instructing its Senators and
Representatives in Congress to urge such
action in Congress.

In 1935 this House first passed legisla-
tion authorizing this project. Now, who
do you think put an amendment in for it
on the Senate side .to extend it all the
way up to the Ohio River? Why, it was
the greatest politician in Pennsylvania,
Senator Guffey. Now, let me tell you
something else. It is interesting that
of those who have opposed the project
here today I do not think one of them is
a union man. I have been paying union
dues for 55 years. The railroads have
opposed the construction of every water-
way we have built, and we have 19,000
miles of them now, and not one has failed
to help the railroads. It means business
for them and jobs for the men. Yet you
have them coming down here testifying
on this just like a great big parade.

I will bet you that not one of the men
who testified here today is an engineer,
and yet they seem to know more than
the engineers know about this. We have
learned down through their 142 years of
existence that the Corps of Engineers
are competent, objective, dedicated peo-
ple without equal in their profession.
And they have recommended this proj-
ect for construction. F

Now let me assure you this project is
not for Youngstown. That is only a
town of 165,000. This is for New York
City and Buffalo and Cincinnati and
Mobile and the entire Nation. We know
from experience that these projects ben-
efit all of America. Where would we be
today if we had taken a parochial view
of every project we have considered
down through the years?

It is claimed that 20,000 railroad em-
ployees will lose their jobs. I doubt there
are anywhere near that number em-
ployed between Pittsburgh and Lake
Erie on the railroads. As I said before,
every waterway has meant increased
business to the railroads. I understand
they now support the Arkansas River
development, and how they fought to
stop that project.

The railroads claim they would haul
iron ore for 40 cents a ton if the canal
were built. But they are now charging
$2.08 a ton and protesting before the In-
terstate Commerce Commission an in-
trastate rate of $1.88 a ton.
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At these rates this great steel-pro-
ducing area will continue to decline, for
it cannot compete favorably with for-
eign areas or areas enjoying cheap water
transportation.

Mr, Chairman, I believe this is going to
be the greatest canal in the history of
mankind. Senator Kerr and his Senate
committee went all over the country to
study water resource projects and Sena-
tor Kerr came back and said that this
project was of the highest priority in the
development of our waterway system.
Our national transportation facilities of
all kinds are already overburdened and
we must builc projects like this if we are
to meet the growing requirement. of our
expanding population.

So I ask you to support the funds in-
cluded in the bill to begin planning of
this project and defeat the amendment.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairmau, I rise in op-
position to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, it is rather difficult to
follow my distinguished friend, the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. Kmrwan]. The
gentleman has so vividly outlined the
facts in this case. Buf, I want to support
him.

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Kir-
wan] and I have studied the proposal of
this canal for the Ctate of Ohio for a
period of many years. It is my opinion
that if there is uny man in this Congress
who is knowledgeable about the needs
of the United States of Amciica and who
has contributed so much to our country
through his work on the Interior Sub-
committee and on the Publiz Works Sub-
committee of the Committee on Appro-
priations—to build America and to do
those things which are necessary to build
this great land of ours—it is the gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr. KIRwan].

Further, Mr. Chairman, I believe with
all due respect to the “foot colCiers’” from
Pennsylvania, I say that if there is a
“grand commander” upon the question
of what is good for this country, it is my
distinguished colleague, the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr, KIRWAN].

I have had occasion, therefore, to make
a considerable study of its feasibility.
Mr. Chairman, I can assure the members
of the Committee that this area which
will link the Great Lakes and make a
complete circle, is not only beneficial to
Youngstown, but I must admit that it
would also be quite beneficial to areas
which I hope to have the honor to rep-
resent here in the Congress of the United
States later on. And, it will help to de-
velop and bring in new industry anc new
tax dollars into the Federal Treasury. It
is not just a selfish one-city canal. It
is for the entire country, as vrell as for
the development of the “Ruhr” of Amer-
ica, which is this area of the State of
Ohio.

Now, Mr. Chairman, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Crark]l made
some reference about the Governor of
Ohio—and I am sure the gentleman has
had no communication from the Gov-
ernor of Ohio; I am sure the gentleman
has nothing to the effect that the Gov-
ernor of Ohio is opposed to this program.

But, I am in my extension of remarks
going to place into the Recorp the fact
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that this is authorized, and that there is
no question about it.

I might say that as late as the Tth
day of September of this year, there was
a new finding by the Corps of Engineers.
I say to my good friend, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Morcanl, who
said there had not been any recent eval-
uation thereof that this is what the
board had to say:

The board concludes that the whole proj-
ect from the Ohio River to Lake Erie is
economically justified and accordingly rec-
ommends it for construction substantially
in accordance with the plan of the District
Engineer, with channel depths of 12 feet,
except in the restricted reaches through
Youngstown and Warren, Ohio, where a
depth of 156 feet would be provided, and
with such further modifications as in the
discretion of the Chief of Engineers may be
advisable, * * *

So on September 7 of this year, just a
few days ago, there was another ap-
proval by the Corps of Engineers show-
ing the justification of this canal and I
would hope that the House will over-
whelmingly support the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. Kmwan] and defeat this
amendment.

This is not the only occasion where
things are being done like this. Let me
point out to you that this House, with
very little opposition, has been going
along with building an aireraft—one air-
craft with the taxpayers’ dollars, a super-
sonic transport, and it is going to cost
the taxpayers of this country $4 billion
over just a few years. This is over a
short period of time.

To my friends on the railroads, we
have appropriated out of my subcom-
mittee money for the development of
new railroad equipment and to develop
better railroad equipment. So when we
get this better railroad equipment, we
will then have more jobs for these people
you are talking about. I agree with my
friend that there is not going to be the
loss of the jobs that has been talked
about today.

Mr. Chairman I include at this point
in the Recorp the following breakdown
on the Lake Erie-Ohio River waterway:
FacTs ABOUT THE LAKE ERIE-OHIO RIVER

WATERWAY
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Lake Erie-Ohio River Waterway
would connect up the Great Lakes with
the Ohio River, a distance of 120 miles.
This compares with the present route of
about 2,400 miles around the Great Lakes
to Chicago, down the Illinols and Mississippi
Rivers, and up the Ohio River. The new
canal, together with linking up the Tennes-
see and Tombigbee Rivers, would also com-
plete a wvital 1,745 mile through waterway,
now 80 percent complete, from Cleveland to
Mobile.

PROJECT AUTHORIZATION

This project was authorized by the River
and Harbor Act approved August 30, 1935,
in the following terms:

“That the following works of improvement
of rivers, harbors, and other waterways are
hereby adopted and authorized, * * *:

“Beaver and Mahoning Rivers, Pennsyl-
vania and Ohio; of the width and depth pro-
vided in House Document Numbered 277,
Seventy-Third Congress, as a Federal project
and to continue to Lake Erie at or near Ash-
tabula, Ohio, subject to the final approval of
the whole project from the Ohio River to
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Lake Erie by the Board of Engineers for
Rivers and Harbors; * * *~

In its report of December 20, 1938 (House
Document 178, T6th Congress, 1st Session)
the Board of Engineers stated that:

“The Board now concludes that the whole
project from the Chio River to Lake Erie,
with certain modifications of the plans pro-
posed in House Document No. 277, SBeventy-
‘Third Congress, Second Session, is economi-
cally justified.”

After a careful review of the matter, Con-
gressman Joseph J, Mansfield, then Chair-
man of the River and Harbor Committee of
the House, in a letter dated April 15, 1939, to
the Chlef of Engineers stated:

*It is obvious, likewlse, that the Board did
approve the whole project from the Ohio
River to Lake Erle via the Beaver and Ma-
honing Rivers, and consegquently the author-
ization enacted by Congress In the 1935 River
and Harbor Act has been fully met, and the
approval and authorization by Congress are
complete.”

A current economic reevaluation of the
Lake Erie-Ohio River Project has been com-
pleted by the Board of Engineers for Rlvers
and Harbors. It has again concluded that
the project iz fully justified. The Board's
recommendations in its report dated Septem-
ber 7, 1966, are as follows:

“‘The Board concludes that the whole proj-
ect from the Ohio River to Lake Erle is eco-
nomlcally justified and accordingly recom-
mends It for construction substantially in
accordance with the plan of the District
Engineer, with channel depths of 12 feet, ex-
cept in the restricted reaches through
Youngstown and Warren, Ohio, where a depth
of 15 feet would be provided, and with such
further modifications as in the discretion of
the Chief of En{ aeers may be advis-
gb]_e‘ L B BN B 1)

EFFECT ON WATER QUALITY

'In regard to the effect of the project on
water quality, the Board of Engineers for
Rivers and Harbors concluded in the report
as Tollows:

“The District Englineer, in estimating the
effects of the proposed project on water
quality, used data on streamflow reguire-
ments fTurnished by the United States Public
Health Service in its report included in Ap-
pendix V of the District Engineer's report.
He concluded that additional flows under
canalized conditions would result in tem-
perature reduction in the Mahoning River
the value of which would slightly exceed the
adverse effect resulting from the reduction
in the assimilation ability of the river under
pool conditions. A restatement of the
United States Public Health Service's posi-
tion subsequently furnished the Division
Engineer concludes that if the storage In
Grand River Reservolr is used to increase
the average minimum flow in the Mahoning
River at Youngstown by approximately 200
cubic feet per second, the proposed water-
way would not have an adverse effect on
water quality. The Division Engineer be-
lieves that this condition can be met.
Therefore, the analysls concerning water
guality contalned in the District Engineer's
report is considered to be acceptable.”

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOW. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, I might say to the gentleman
that we have heard a lot from the Ohio
folks and the Pennsylvania folks, but I
would like to point out that this project

f

up the Tennessee and Tombigbee Rivers
offers the greatest potential to the east-
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I know, because when that great day
comes that these canals are completed,
the commerce of this Nation will be able
to proceed from the Gulf of Mexico to
Lake Erie and to the St. Lawrence Sea-
way—between the great port of Mobile
on the south and the many cities in the
north and east.

I think this is one of the finest projects
overall that we could find to make this
missing link complete and it is one that
we ought to complete as soon as we can.
Both the Ohio-Lake Erie Waterway and
the Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway are
important to the future development of
this Nation.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word, and I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from ZLouisiana is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to associate myself with the remarks
made by the gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. Epwarps] as well as the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr, Bow] and the distin-
guished chairman from Ohio [Mr.
KIRwaN].

‘This is much more than a local matter.
The great inland waterway system that
we are building in this country is incom-
parable. There is nothing like it any-
where on this earth. Today through our
inland waterway system, we can go from
the Mexican border to the great port of
New Orleans, and then from there to
Florida, and up the eastern coast. We
have also the great St. Lawrence Seaway
project which is growing rapidly every
day. The project pending connects the
Great Lakes and the Ohio River which
flows down into the Mississippl and
through the great inland system of our
country. I think thisis a matter of great
foresight and vision that we should ap-
prove this project.

The work of the great Member from
Ohio [Mr. Kmwanl in building our
country is known to every American.
His work will be a monument to him and
to the Congress long after all of us are
gone.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word, and I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California is recognized for &
minutes.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
very seldom take the floor and interpose
my thoughts when there is a struggle of
gianis on the floor.

But as I sat today listening to this de-
bate, I felt compelled to say just a few
words.

I wonder if the Members of this House
realize that by the year 2000 the popula-
tion of this Nation is expected to go from
195 million to 362 million people. Just
think of this great increase in 34 years.
From the time of Christ up fo 1965, the
world’s population grew from 250 million
people to 3 billion. In the next three
decades, in the next 34 years, it is going
to increase to 8 billion people according
to the population experts.

When we talk about & project like this,
we are looking fo the future. We all
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remember that in the Book of Proverbs
it says, “Where there is no vision, the
people perish.” Today we are challenged
1o exercise our vision.

I want to pay tribute today to the
gentleman from Ohio, Mixe KmRwan.
For more than three decades as a mem-
ber of the Interior Subcommittee and the
Subcommitiee on Public Works of the
Committee on Appropriations he has
been bringing projects to this floor to
build America.

I want you to cast your eyes on the
words engraved in marble right above
the Speaker’s desk:

Let us develop the resources of our land,
call forth its powers, build up its institu-
tlons, promote all its great interests, and see
whether we also In our day and generation

may not perform something worthy to be
remembered.

Those words were uttered by Daniel
Webster over 130 years ago on the floor
of the Congress. They are just as true
today as they were 130 years ago. ILet
us in our day do something so that future
generations will say it was done for their
bresent, and their future.

How many hundreds of millions, how
many billions of dollars of projects has
Mixe Kmmwan and his committee mem-
bers brought to the floor of this House
over the past three decades for the peo-
ple of Amerieca, all of America—not for
Ymgngstown, Ohio—but for Florida,
California, , and for every
State in this Nation?

I would say this much. Those words
that were said by Daniel Webster 130
years ago have had no more worthy ex-
ponent than Mike Kirwaw, and the
projects that he has sponsored and
hroughttothtsﬂoorandmhedthmngh
against opposition, shortsighted opposi-
tion in many instances, will be remem-
bered long after every Member of this
House has gone, a living and breathing
monument serving the future, the chil-
dren of Amerieca that are yet to be born.
I say this is no time for shortsighted-
ness. This is a time for vision. This is
a time for dedication to the great future
which America is going to have. Today
our responsibility is to see that that fu-
ture is made secure by starting projects
like this and like many other projects
in our Nation, which are an investment
in America. They are not expenditures.
They will bring back in cash far more
than we are putting into them, They
are investments.

Over 50 years ago we built with our
own bonds a canal from Hoover Dam
into southern California, at a cost of
$500 milllon. I asked the engineers last
year what it would cost us today. They
said it would cost us probably $1,750
million. If we do not build this canal
now, what will it eost us when the time
comes that we have to build it to take
care of the needs of America?

The investments we make in our fu-
ture will cost less today than 10 or 20
years from now.

Let us get on with the building of the
real wealth producing facilities our great
and growing population will badly need.

Mr. EIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
quest that all debate on the amendment,
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and all amendments thereto, close in 10
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Ohio has asked unanimous consent
that all debate on this amendment to this
paragraph, and all amendments thereto,
be concluded in 10 minutes.

Mr. EIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I will
modify my request to 15 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio that all debate on the amendment
and all amendments thereto be con-
cluded in 15 minutes?

The Chair hears none, and it is so
ordered.

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair observes
standing the following Members: Mr.
EKimrwan, of Ohio, Mr. Sayror, of Penn-
sylvania, Mr., CorBeTT, of Pennsylvania,
Mr. ABERNETHY, of Mississippi, Mr.
Morcan, of Pennsylvania, Mr. EpMoND-
son, of Oklahoma, Mr. Writriams, of
Mississippi, Mr. BraTNIE, of Minnesota,
Mr. FocarTy, of Rhode Island, and Mr.
Boranp, of Massachusetts.

The Chair recognizes for 1 minute the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr,
SAYLOR].

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, the ad-
ministration can postpone or cancel its
reported plan to increase personal income
taxes after the November elections if
Congress will delete funds for such totally
unnecessary projects as the proposed
Lake Egje to the Ohio River canal. Cer-
tainly no one in this House will dispute
the fact that a tax rise would be terribly
unfair unless every possible economy is
employed in Federal expenditures, and
here is where conscience and good judg-
ment are needed to come to the defense
of fiscal responsibility.

The hour is late, but it is incumbent
upon members of both parties to make a
last-ditch stand against the unauthor-
ized canal project that in this bill carries
a half-million-dollar price tag merely for
planning and design—a blueprint that
would open U.S. Treasury floodgates to
permit more than a billion dollars to flow
down the drain of extravagance and ir-
responsibility on a project that is no more
logical than a stairway to the ocean floor.

By practicing a measure of frugality,
the administration need not pursue its
covert design for higher taxes to take ef-
fect after the polls are closed on Novem-
ber 8, nor would it be necessary to deprive
industry of the investment tax credit
that has stimulated business and created
fabulous employment opportunities since
it was adopted under President Kennedy.
Eliminating the tax eredit to obtain reve-
nue for such ridiculous schemes as the
Ohio canal would constitute a dual blow
to the economy of central and western
Pennsylvania. Steel companies, which
are basic to the well-being of our region,
would feel the deadly impact of the tax
credit moratorium and at the same time
suffer an unfair competitive burden if
rival industries in Ohio are to enjoy the
advantage of a transportation system
subsidized by the Federal Government.

I insist, Mr. Chairman, that this water-
way and every other project that is not
essential or can wait for more favorable
fiscal conditions should be stricken as a
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buffer against both the proposed and the
presumed changes in the tax structure.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. CorBETT].

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I am
not a railroader, I am not an engineer,
but I am a taxpayer. I hate to see pub-
lic money thrown down in a ditch to
connect up waterways that are already
connected by rail and highway. There
is no missing link between Lake Erie and
Pittsburgh.

There are more than adequate trans-
portation facilities right now. Even if
this canal is built, to try to draw an
analogy between it and the canaliza-
tion of the Ohio and the Mississippi is
just not feasible.

Our steel mills in the area around
Pittsburgh could not use this facility
without building new docks, new storage
facilities, and the like. I hope the
amendment is agreed to and that we will
not have to fight this fight every year to
stop our own blunders.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Mississippi
[Mr. ABERNETHY].

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, it
would take me considerably more than a
minute to express my approval of this
particular project, and its sponsor, the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KIrwan].

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ABERNETHY. 1Iyield tothe gen-
tleman from Mississippi.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. WILLIAMS
yielded his time to Mr. ABERNETHY.)

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield further?

Mr. ABERNETHY. Iyield tothe gen-
tleman from Mississippi.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to join the gentleman in sup-
porting this project. The cost of this
project, as I understand it, is in the
vicinity of $1 billion. Yesterday this
House voted approximately four times
that much to throw away in Europe and
all over the world.

The cost of this entire project would
not run the foreign aid program more
than 3 months, and would be of perma-
nent benefit to the people of America. I
think the project has merit, and I sup-
port it.

Mr. ABERNETHY. The gentleman
has just made the point I wanted to
make,

In addition to that, the gentleman
from California, [Mr. HoLiFIELD] spoke
so eloquer.tly about the sponsor of this
project, Mike KirwaN. Mikeg Kirwan
will go down in history as one of the
great builders of this Nation. He has
been the inspiration behind public works
projects benefitting people in every State
in this Union. The projects, which he
has helped to bring to the Congress and
which he has supported, have improved
the economy of every district of every
Member in this House.

I also would like to associate myself
with the remarks of my colleague, the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. WaIT-
TEN], and the gentlemen from Alabama
[Mr. Jomes and Mr, Eopwarpsl, and
others, regarding the association of the
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Erie-Ohio Waterway with the proposed
Tennessee-Tombighee Waterway.

Both of them are missing links in the
inland waterways of this country. They
ought to be built. They will pay for
themselves. They will improve the eco-
nomy of every man, woman and child in
this land.

We have the opportunity to take the
first step here today. Both will get a
start under this bill. We are gquite con-
fident the Corps uf Engineers will come
forward with a good feasibility report
of Tennessee-Tombighbee, in which event
money in this bill will be available for
planning, the first step before actual
contruction. The committee report
makes this quite clear. ¢

I hope the amendment will be voted
down, so that we may get on with these
two very worthy projects.

The CHAIRMAN. The chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. MorGan]1.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I just
want to say that I enjoyed the remarks
of the gentleman from California [Mr.
Hourrrerp], about the distinguished
chairman of the subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KirwaAN].

I take no words of praise away from
my distinguished colleague from Ohio,
but we from western Pennsylvania—
that is every Member from the western
Pennsylvania delegation, both Senators
and the Governor—know exactly what
our economic conditions are in our area.
That is what we are fighting for today,
for better economic conditions in our
own State.

We realize that this canal is not going
to be any good to us economically.

We are not fighting the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. Kirwanl. We realize
he is a great and distinguished Amer-
ican.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Oklahoma
[Mr. EpMONDSON].

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman,
it is difficult to add anything that has
not already been said with regard to this
issue, but I believe we have an issue
which is erystal clear if we believe in
building the Nation.

With all the sympathy in the world
for the situation of the people of western
Pennsylvania, I do not believe we would
advance the cause of western Pennsyl-
vania by blocking progress in the State
of Ohio. If there is a feasible project
which is needed to develop the Ohio
Basin and to tie it into our inland water-
way system more effectively, to my way
(;E thinking it makes good business to do

I do not know a better authority any-
where in the United States, in or out
of any professional organization, on the
subject of waterway development than
the gentleman from Ohio, who is the
chairman of the subcommittee. He has
practically dedicated his life to studying
the matter. That is the gentleman we
know and love whose name is MIKE
EKmwan. He is loved in Oklahoma for
what he has done for water resource de~
velopment there, and no one questions his
knowledge and leadership in the water
development field.
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If there were no other authority sup-
porting this project than the gentleman
from Ohio I would be for it. However,
this is a project that the Army Engineers
also agree is a good one, and the amend-
ment should be defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. BLAaTNIK].

(By unanimous consent, Mr. FoGArTY,
Mr. EKmwan, and Mr. Boranp yielded
their time to Mr. BLATNIK.)

Mr. BLATNIK., Mr. Chairman, I
appreciate the time being yielded to me
by the distinguished chairman of the
subcommittee and by my dear friends
and able colleagues.

The case has been well presented by
the opposition. It is what we have
heard repeatedly, as to mearly every
major project which has come before
this body. Any such project usually is
one involving quite a bit of controversy.

If I may be permitted, Mr. Chairman,
out of a perhaps limited experience—and
certainly so when compared to the third
of a century our beloved and respected
chairman, the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. Esxrwan], has had in regard to
public works—may I try to be fairly
objective and to review and to bring to
the attention of Members of this body
the procedure through which the Corps
of Engineers considers these projects.

It is true that this project was initially
suthorized in 1935, more than 31 years
ago. It was reviewed in 1938 and in 1939
and the then chairman of the House
River and Harbor Committee confirmed
that approval and authorization of the
project by Congress was complete.

Let me bring this up to date, to show
the thoroughness with which the Corps
of Engineers goes into all projects, big
or small, and particularly the big ones.

Five years ago, in 1961, the Congress
financed a restudy of this project. It
is a long-established practice on proj-
ects which have been enacted for a con-
siderable period of years to first require
a detailed current economic restudy by
the Corps of Engineers. If the final re-
port is favorable, we then proceed with
the appropriation to initiate planning.
That is exactly what has been done.

For 5 long years, this restudy was con-
ducted and carried out by the Corps of
Engineers at the direction of =and
through an appropriation by the Con-
gress.

The exhaustive study was finally con-
cluded and & report was submitted on
September 7, 1966. That report con-
gists of 5 volumes with over 700 pages.
Here is what they state in that report,
and I quote:

In arriving at its decision the Board—

This is the Board of Engineers—

had before it the favorable recommen-
dations of the Board's Plttsburgh District
and Ohlo River Division, both of which
had extensively studied the proposal and
compiled a voluminous record of testimony.
The Board not only studied this record and
additional information furnished by inter-
ested parties during the period of review
but also sent its own staff members into
the field for on-the-post investigations and
thoroughly scrutinized and rechecked all
englneering and economic calculations.
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‘The Board again concluded that this
project is economically justified and rec-
ommended it for construction as was
stated, and correctly so, by the distin-
guished gentleman from Ohio, [Mr.
Bowl. $So, Mr. Chairman, I cite this,
not on a personal basis or an emotional
basis, but merely to state that it is a
sound project. The best authority we
have in the United States has officially
proclaimed this project to be economi-
cally justified and feasible from an engi-
neering standpoint.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the adoption of
the project and the defeat of the
amendment.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania {Mr. CLARK].

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr, Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the bill be dispensed with and that it
be considered as read and open to
amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN., Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, DAVIS OF
‘WISCONSIN

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr, Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Davis of Wis-
consin: On page 6, lines 12 and 13, strike
out *$84,050,000" and insert in lieu thereof
“§77,100,000".

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I shall not take the 5 minutes al-
lotted to me.

The effect of this amendment is to re-
duce the figure for flood control on the
Mississippi River and its tributaries to
the figure submitted in the budget docu-
ment by the President.

I suspect, Mr. Chairman, that no mat-
ter what we do with this today, in the
light of recent statements by the Presi-
dent, he will actually limit the expendi-
tures for this paragraph to the amount
of his budget request. So the only re-
sult would be in refusing to adopt this
amendment, we have another $7,850,000
unexpended in this appropriation at the
end of the fiscal year.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, may I say that some
4 years ago the ferritory bordering the
Mississippi River was added to my dis-
trict. Much of it will go out of my dis-
trict on the first of Jannary, but in the
4 years I have had the privilege of repre-
senting that area I have gotten to know
quite a bit about the river. We fail to
realize in this country that the Missis-
sippl River drains approximately one-
third of the entire Nation and all of these
flood problems in the central part of the
TUnited States eventually show up in the
lower Mississippi River where they con-
stitute an even bigger threat. What this
amendment would do, Mr. Chairman,
would be to cut the amount of funds that
you had this year to meet the problems
of the Mississippi by more than $7 mil-
lion. Our committee simply restored the
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budeget cut so that next year we would
have the amount of money available as
for this year. There is one thing in this
country that does not wait, and that is
the Mississippi River. As the engineers
have frequently said, you have to learn
to work with it. You canmot work
against it, because it is too powerful.

For us to follow the Bureau of the
Budget and stop, curtail, and to cut back
the present operation by $7 million, would
be to invite disaster.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman from Mississippi yield?

Mr. . I am glad to yield
to the gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Chairman, would
the distinguished gentleman from Mis-
sissippi agree, from the standpoint of
economies, that if we go into the record,
it indicates that the cost-benefit ratio
is about $5.10 in benefits to $1 expended
for the Mississippi River and for its lower
tributaries?

Mr. WHITTEN. That would be my
understanding.

Mr. PASSMAN. And, Mr. Chairman,
if the gentleman will yield further, that
would certainly indicate that this repre-
sents a very good investment?

Mr., WHITTEN. The gentleman is
certainly right, and when the gentleman
puts it on a dollars-and-cents basis, of
course what is involved, here, if we should
permit the Mississippi River to get loose,
the loss in life and limb would be hard
to measure in terms of dollars. There-
fore, Mr. Chairman, I say it would be
penny wise and pound foolish to curtail
the proposed works at this time and that
the pending amendment should be de-
feated so that we may continue the pro-
gram at this year's level as recommended
by our committee.

The CHAIRMAN. The gquestion is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. Davis].

The amendment was rejected.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DAVIS OF
WISCONSIN

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Davis of Wis-
consin: On page 11, Iine 1, strike out “$14,-
ﬁgfoo" and insert in lieu thereof “'$13.610,-

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, this is simply another amendment
along the thought of the one previously
offered. It would strike $660,000 from
the funds for general investigations for
the Bureau of Reclamation and would
result in a figure in the bill which con-
forms to the amount proposed in the
President’s budget.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the subcommittee op-
poses the amendment and I ask for a vote.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr, Davisl.

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, DAVIS OF
WISCONSIN

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin.

man, I offer an amendment.

Mr. Chair-
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The Clerk read as follows: _

Amendment offered by Mr. Davis of Wis-
consin: On page 11, lines 19 and 20, strike
out “$187,065,000" and insert in lleu thereof
*$178,000,000™.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, this amendment—this proposed
amendment—would reduce the amount
for construction and rehabilitation in the
Bureau of Reclamation by $9,055,000. Its
effect would be to reduce the amount car-
ried in this bill to the figure submitted by
the President of the United States in his
budget.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I ask for a vote on the
amendment and that it be voted down.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. Davis].

The amendment was rejected.
AMENDMENT OFFERED EY MR. DAVIS OF
WISCONSIN

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

Amendment offered by Mr. Davis of Wis-
consin: On page 14, line 8, strike out “$12,-
995,000” and insert in lieu thereof “$9,995,-
000,

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, the purpose of this amendment, if
adopted, is to delete the unbudgeted in-
creases in the loan program of the
Bureau of Reclamation in the amount of
$3 million. It would restore that figure
to the figure submitted by the President
in his budget.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

The committee considered this
amendment during the workup of the
bill and rejected it. I ask for a vote.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr. Davis].

The amendment was rejected.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, DAVIS OF
WISCONSIN

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Davis of Wis-
consin: On page 14, line 17, strike out
“‘$48,048,000”" and insert in lieu thereof
“$43,050,000",

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. Davis] is recog-
nized for 5 minutes in support of his
amendment.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, this amendment, if adopted, would
delete the unbudgeted item of $5,898,-
000 for the upper Colorado River stor-
age project of the Bureau of Reclama-
tion. It would restore the item as set
forth in the bill to the figure submitted
in the President’s budget.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr, Chairman, this amendment would
affect the Bonneville unit of Utah of
$4,800,000; the Arizona Page Accommo-
dation School of $148,000. The com-
mittee opposes the amendment. I ask
for a vote on the amendment.
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
‘the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr. Davisl.

The amendment was rejected.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DAVIS OF
WISCONSIN

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Davis of Wis-
consin: On page 30, line 1 and 2, strike
out “$63,700,000" and insert in Heu thereof
“$60,700,000",

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. Davisl is recog-
nized for 5 minutes in support of his
amendment,

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin, Mr, Chair-
man, the committee has added $3 mil-
lion unbudgeted for the Tim’s Ford Dam
and Reservoir in Tennessee. This item
is the Tennessee Valley Authority ap-
propriation. The proposed amendment
would delete this unbudgeted increase
amount submitted in the President’s
and would restore the figure to the
budget of $60,700,000.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Tennessee is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman is incorrect when
he says this project—the Tim’s Ford
project—is not a budgeted item. As a
matter of fact, it is a budgeted item.
The Tim’s Ford Dam is under construc-
tion currently by the TVA. The TVA
estimated that it could use $19.7 million,
almost $20 million more than the Budget
Bureau recommended. So the amount
which the committee has added is less
than is needed for this project at this
time. It is a very reasonable amount to
be included in this bill. I urge that the
amendment be defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. Davisl.

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, DAVIS
OF WISCONSIN

Mr, DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Davis of Wis-
consin: On page 35, after line 5, insert the
following:

“Sec, 6511. Each appropriation item con-
tained in this act shall be reduced by five
percentum which shall be applied uniformly
to each item, project, and activity funded
under each appropriation item.”

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. Davis] is recognized
for 5 minutes in support of his amend-
ment.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, this is a proposed general 5-percent
cut across the board in this bill which
would represent, if approved, a reduction
of approximately $200 million. Such a
reduction would, in my opinion, be com-
mensurate with the problems that con-
front us in providing the necessary funds
for the operation of this Government
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and in meeting the heavy load of com-
mitments of our country at this time.

This is not an amendment applying to
expenditures as have frequently been of-
fered in connection with other appropri-
ation bills, because I do not consider the
expenditure limitations to be appropriate
for this bill. We do not appropriate for
entire projects in a fiscal year in this
appropriation measure, rather we at-
tempt to gage the requirements for
starting or continuing projects. We at-
tempt to estimate the amount of money
that will be needed in the fiscal year to
go forward with these projects. So we
are not confronted here, as we are with
so many departments of the Govern-
ment, with a heavy backload of unex-
pended funds that need to be controlled
by this Congress.

It seems more appropriate that, rather
than dealing with expenditures, that this
proposed amendment deal with the new
money that is in this appropriation bill.

I am not a great exponent of the idea
of across-the-board cuts as a general
proposition. But I think we need to rec-
ognize the philosophy of this bill, and
this is based in no small measure upon
cuts of this kind, in attempting to an-
ticipate slippages and then anticipating
the kind of unobligated balances that
would be carried over into the next fiscal
Year.

As I said earlier this afternoon—qguite
some time ago now—I believe if the Pres-
ident is to carry forward with his an-
nouncement that there will be a sub-
stantial reduction of expendifures this
fiscal year on items other than defense
items, I have a suspicion that this is the
area in which his proposed limitations
of expenditures will heavily apply, and
what we will be doing by reducing ap-
propriations here would not be affecting
at all the construction work that is going
to be done in this fiscal year. They
would simply be fulfilling our responsi-
bility of seeing to it that a large amount
of money is not carried over into the next
fiscal year, money appropriated but un-
expended, money over which we have
lost control in this body, any semblance
of control.

I suggest, in keeping with the philoso-
phy of this bill, that it is proper that we
make this 5 percent reduction in the
items here, and I must say that I know
of no items in this bill that could not be
carried forward with a 5 percent reduc-
tion such as has been suggested in this
amendment.

Mr. RESNICK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. RESNICKE. The question is not
on the 5 percent reduction, but on your
separate views in the report. You said
that you were going to offer an amend-
ment to strike out funds for the Wap-
pinger Creek project as a necessary ob-
ject lesson to those in the Corps of En-
gineers whose responsibility it is to keep
congressional committees informed
about new studies. My question is this:
There are 435 Congressional Districts in
the United States, and countless thou-
sands of projects. I would like to know
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why lightning was to strike my own.
This is something that was in the budget.
It was started in 1955. A $2.5 million
flood hit that area. The people waited
very patiently.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired.

Mr. RESNICK. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
may be permitted to proceed for another
2 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?
The Chair hears none, and the gentle-
man is recognized for 2 additional min-
utes.

There was no objection.

Mr. RESNICK. The project has been
under study and after 1955, when a $2.5
milllon flood hit this area. I am just
more than curious. I would like to know
why the gentleman picked this particu-
lar project.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. In response
to the gentleman, I should say that I
felt I had offered as many amendments
as the traffic would bear, and I did not
offer the amendment that I had prepared
to strike funds for the Wappinger Creek
project. I think such an amendment
would be appropriate, however, inas-
much as the Corps of Engineers did bor-
row money from other projects and
dumped it into this project without
keeping the committee advised of that
move, as they had an obligation to do.
I felt that sometimes the only way you
can encourage the cooperation that con-
gressional committees ought to have is
to give the people who transgress a slap
on the wrist. That amendment I did not
offer.

Mr. RESNICK. I would like to point
out to the gentleman that the trans-
gressor, if there were any transgressor,
would be fhe Corps of Engineers and not
the people of Wappinger Falls. They
had nothing to do with this. Still you
were going to cut this item out of the
bill, and I would like to inform the gen-
tleman the reason I am bringing this up
is that there are big, banner headlines
in my district about this, and I thought
the gentleman might want to know about
it.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the pending amend-
ment. The pending amendment offered
by the gentleman from Wisconsin is a
5-percent across-the-board cut of the
entire bill. The bill is already $214,600,-
000 below, or 5 percent below last year.
New expenditures in this bill, and hence
expenditures for major programs carried
in this bill are already reduced by $323
million, which is 9 percent of the bill ac-
complished by delays and slippages and
taking advantage of the carryover
balances.

I ask for a vote on the amendment, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. Davis].

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OTTINGER

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.
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The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. OTTINGER:

On page 30, lines 1 and 2, strike out “$63,-
700,000” and insert in lieu thereof, "'$60,5600,-
000

(By unanimous consent, Mr. OTTINGER
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, the
purpose of this amendment is to delete
from title IV of this public works ap-
propriations bill—H.R. 17787—an un-
necessary and, in my opinion, extremely
ill-advised $3.2 million appropriation for
the Tennessee Valley Authority’s so-
called Tellico Dam project on the Little
Tennessee River in southeastern Ten-
nessee, which will end up costing the
Federal Government more than $42 mil-
lion. This project was previously re-
jected by this House.

Briefly, Mr. Chairman, the objections
to this appropriation are sixfold.

First, the project is not necessary.
No one has ever claimed that it is needed
for the development of water resources
or flood control. There are 22 impound-
ments within a 50-mile radius of the
site.

The power applications of Tellico Dam,
which TVA pegged at 200 million kilo-
watt-hours a year, will not make a rip-
ple in the 73.3 billion kilowatt-hours
that TVA produces today.

This tricounty area—Loudon, Mon-
roe, and Blount—is not a dying or de-
pressed region that needs Federal sub-
sidy, but one of thriving prosperity. The
economic activity is above the average
for the State.

The relief and welfare burden is below
the State and national average.

Second, the project is not wanted.

More than 42 local and 12 national
conservation organizations are ada-
mantly opposed to it. These organiza-
tions are listed on pages 22986-22987 of
the Recorp for Monday, September 19,
and I feel that I should point out to this
body that the local Indian tribe involved
in this dam project is opposed as is the
local chapter of the DAR and the local
chamber of commerce,

I do not know where Mr. Goldwater
stands.

I have received numerous letters from
local residents, not one of them favoring
the project. It is opposed by such news-
papers as the Chattanooga News Free-
Press and the Knoxville Journal—in an
area where opposition to TVA projects
is as unusual as it is politically hazard-
Ous.

Third, the Tellico Dam project is pri-
marily a real estate speculation which
will have the TVA condemn at least 30,-
000 acres of private property in order
to sell 5,000 acres at a “profit” to private
industry.

And the whole success of the venture
hinges on this.

The aim of this project is to lure in-
dustry from other regions, other con-
stituencies, to southeastern Tennessee—
and as far as I can tell, not even the resi-
dents of the area want it.

Fourth, the Tellico Dam project is a
very bad business risk.
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A similar project at Melton Hill, about
50 miles away, has so far been a rather
dramatic failure. There, TVA con-
demned 1,000 acres 3 years ago, and has
sold only 25 acres, as of now. TVA
claims that this is different, but they
really do not say how—and I feel that
there should be a clear record before
we commit $42 million of the taxpayers’
money to this scheme.

Frankly, Mr. Chairman, I am very
much disturbed at the extent to which
the Federal Government is sneaking into
industrial development programs in com-
petition with private enterprise, hiding
behind the name of “conservation” and
“water resource development.” TVA
ought not to be in this kind of business
venture at all, and certainly not at this
time of mounting inflation, when it is ur-
gent that we curtail Federal expen-
ditures.

Fifth, the Tellico Dam project will un-
necessarily destroy a rich fishery re-
source and submit one of the few un-
spoiled stretches of this river to the
tender mercies of the bulldozer and the
engineer.

Sixth, this project will contribute to
pollution. The fact is that all the ex-
perts admit that this stretch of the Little
Tennessee is now extraordinarily pure
and abounding with marine life. When
the project is complete, these pure waters
will be connected to Fort Loudon Lake,
which, I am informed, is the most
heayily polluted in the TVA system, and
this new filth will pour into the Little
Tennessee.

Is this the wise resource planning this
Congress wants to be remembered for?

Soon we will be considering a multi-
billion-dollar appropriation to clean up
just such a mess as we are being asked
to make at Tellico Dam.

Is this sound planning?

TVA is planing to acquire more than
30,000 acres. Of this, more than 14,000
acres of farmlands, woodlands, scenic
roads, historic landmarks and some 5,000
existing acres of prime industrial sites,
wil be inundated and lost forever, just to
get 5,000 industrial sites.

Is this wise planning?

Congress rejected this plan last year.
There is no new justification for it now.

Lastly, Mr. Chairman, let me remind
my colleagues of the President's admoni-
tion to Congress yesterday when he
signed the parcel post bill.

He said that he had been asked
whether there would be a tax increase
this year and he turned to us and said,
in essence, ‘“tell me what the bill will be.”

Right now we have sent the President
bills which I am informed exceed his
budget by $2 billion.

We must stop this pyramid of Federal
spending.

The $42 million in this project may
seem small to some, but spending pro-
grams are made up of little bills, little
appropriations, and $42 million is not
insignificant in this pattern.

We can only stop it, if we stop it now.

I urge my colleagues to vote for sanity
and restraint now and approve this
amendment to delete the unneeded and
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harmful Tellico Dam project from this
appropriations act.

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment of the gentleman from
New York [Mr. OTTINGER].

The time has come for action on the
proposed Tellico project of the Tennes-
see Valley Authority on the Little Ten-
nessee River and for an end to what
have seemed to be interminable debates
over peripheral questions which have
been answered over and over again. It
is time we approved this initial appro-
priation for the start of construction and
let TVA get on with the job.

It is a project which studies over and
over again have shown to have great
potential in promoting industrial devel-
opment and hence more jobs and more
income in an area which is largely agri-
cultural and which now offers little op-
portunity to attract and hold aggres-
sive and educated young people, even
though they are born there and would
like to remain.

Despite the objections raised it is clear
to me that the project enjoys wide ma-
jority support among the people in the
area. This has been shown fime after
time in newspaper polls, in my own polls
through questionnaires, in mail from
residents of the region, in resolutions
passed by responsible bodies of con-
cerned citizens.

Very briefly, this project involves con-
struction of a dam across the Little Ten-
nessee River near its mouth, where it
joins the Tennessee River just down-
stream from TVA’s Fort Loudoun Dam.
It will involve also a short canal which
will connect the Fort Loudoun and Tellico
Reservoirs and allow them to be operated
virtually as a single reservoir. It will be
a valuable addition to TVA's multiple-
use system of dams and reservoirs. It
will make the system more effective for
flood control by more than doubling the
flood storage at the point on the Ten-
nessee River system. The flow of the Lit-
tle Tennessee, divested through the tur-
bines at the Fort Loudoun Dam power-
house, will add to the output of electricity
to serve the needs of the Tennessee Val-
ley region.

And of primary importance, it would
make the Little Tennessee River navi-
gable for many miles upstream, to areas
favorable for industrial plant sites—in-
dustries which are needed to further the
economic growth of the area.

It has been objected that the Tellico
project would destroy trout fishing wa-
ters. But it has been shown that good
trout fishing exists mainly in the upper
end of the stretch of river which would
not be affected by the Tellico project,
and this area would still provide good
trout fishing while the reservoir which
would be created would expand the gen-
eral fishing and recreation opportunities
in the region.

The Little Tennessee is not a free flow-
ing river. It is controlled by several
dams upstream on the river or its tribu-
taries. The largest of these is TVA's
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Fontana Dam, the others are owned by
the Aluminum Co. of America.

It is not a natural trout stream. Trout
do not reproduce in this stretch of the
river, but cold water released from Fon-
tana Reservoir permits the State to stock
and fisherman to enjoy trout fishing over
some 14 miles of the river immediately
below Alcoa’s Chilhowee Dam.

Trout fishing will not be destroyed by
construction of Tellico Dam. The mile-
age where it is now available will be
reduced, but if the State continues to
stock as generously as in the past, about
4 miles below Chilhowee will provide hab-
itat for trout as attractive as now exist-
ing. This is the area of most frequent
use now, and there will be some trout
fishing farther downstream.

It should be remembered that for trout
fishing this stream is not natural or
unique. The opportunity was created by
construction of Fontana Dam. It is
maintained by stocking. It exists in a
region that boasts 1,500 miles of trout
streams. And it will not be destroyed.
In exchange for the river mileage lost
to trout fishing other kinds of fishing,
attractive to a larger number of people,
will be vastly improved, and other bene-
fits provided.

It was a fairly typical east Tennessee
stream, and early Alcoa impoundments
did not materially affect the fish popu-
lation of the river, which included Lass,
catfish, sunfish, and other warm-water
species. But with the construction of
480-foot-high Fontana Dam, enough cold
water was stored to maintain cool water
temperatures favorable for trout growth,
but not for reproduction, all the way
downstream. The best of this trout wa-
ter existed just below Calderwood Dam,
some 17 miles below Fontana, until Al-
coa’s Chilhowee Dam was completed in
1957. The habitat was ideal and trout
growth rates below Calderwood some-
times exceeded those achieved in hatch-
ery ponds. The most favorable irout
water now is found in the first few miles
below Chilhowee.

Thus, the trout fishery on the Little
Tennessee was created by dam construc-
tion. It is maintained by stocking. For
example, in 1964 the Tennessee Game
and Fish Commission stocked 460,000
trout of various sizes. The year before,
74,000 trout were stocked in the lower
Little Tennessee. By comparison, the
Clinch River tailwaters below TVA's Nor-
ris Dam—another cold-water area made
suitable for trout because of dam con-
struction—were stocked with only 35,-
000 trout in 1963 and with 31,000 in
1964.

In winter and early spring white bass
and sauger run up the Little Tennessee
out of Watts Bar Reservoir on the main
stream of the Tennessee. The overall
fish population of the Little Tennessee
below Chilhowee Dam now consists of
about 11 percent trout, 12 percent other
game species, and 77 percent rough or
commercial species such as buffalo,
drum, mooneye, and shad.

Tellico Lake would be ideal for bass,
crappie, and sauger, and fishing of this
type, in which many more people engage,
would increase enormously.
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This dam would not eliminate trout
fishing on the river. The 3 or 4 miles
below Chilhowee would provide just as
good trout fishing as it does now and
considerable habitat for trout would
exist further downstream in the Tellico
impoundment. Fishing for warm-water
species would be very greatly improved.
TVA estimates the number of fishing
trips in the new lake would be about
150,000 per year.

The trout waters in question occur in
a region that now boasts 1,500 miles of
trout stream. The Tennessee Game and
Fish Commission and the North Caro-
lina Wildlife Resources Commission re-
port 600 miles of trout stream in the
Great Smoky Mountains National Park,
300 miles in the Little Tennessee head-
waters in North Carolina, 450 miles in
the Cherokee National Forest of Ten-
nessee, and 150 miles in nearby reser-
voirs and tributaries.

LAND DISPOSAL

In disposing of the shoreland along
Tellico Reservoir, TVA will not be ventur-
ing into real estate “speculation.” TVA
has always disposed of land surplus to
its requirements. The original TVA Act
specified procedures to be followed, and
during its life TVA has sold about 16,
000 acres for a variety of uses. Indus-
tries and suburban developments are now
located on land sold by TVA, while parks,
playgrounds, picnic and camping areas
will be found on over 180,000 acres which
TVA has transferred to public agencies
for recreation.

Experience has demonstrated that for
any given area the economic benefits of
the public investment in dams and reser-
voirs depend to a large degree on the way
the shoreland is developed. In the case
of Tellico the experience of 30 years will
be applied. Where terrain is suitable for
construction and highway and rail con-
nections are available, areas will be set
aside for industrial development. Other
stretches of the shoreland will be used
for recreation or residential develop:
ment. The value of the land, now used
largely for farming, will be enhanced
by the public investment. As it is sold
by TVA, the added value, estimated at
some $10 million, will be recaptured and
paid into the Federal Treasury, offset-
ting in part the cost to the Treasury of
the project which created the value.
Total cost of the project is estimated at
$42 million.

GENERAL COMMENTS

Using a canal between Fort Loudoun
and Tellico Reservoirs a navigation
channel of 33 miles on the Little Tennes-
see will be provided, without the neces-
sity of adding locks at Tellico Dam.

Without installing generators at Tel-
lico, some 200 million kilowatt-hours will
be added to the annual power genera-
tion at Fort Loudoun Dam. With con-
struction of Tellico 126,000 acre-feet of
flood storage will be added to the TVA
system. The tremendous value of the
shoreland for recreation and industrial
development in the immediate area is
in addition to these great benefits to the
region as a whole.
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It has been contended that this stretch
of the stream should be preserved as a
“wild river.” But there is nothing
‘“wild” about it, for the flow of the river
is controlled by a number of upstream
dams, including those of an aluminum
company and TVA's giant Fontana Dam.
In delaying funds for starting the proj-
ect last year, the Congress suggested
that additional studies be made of the
possibility that pollution from Fort Lou-
doun Reservoir would contaminate the
reservoir on the Little Tennessee. The
studies have confirmed that by the time
the waters reach Fort Loudoun Dam, the
pollution from upstream has been large-
ly dissipated—and in any case the flow
of water would for the most part be from
Tellico into Fort Loudoun Lake.

I might take a different view if this
were a new or hastily conceived project.
But it is not; it has been under study
for a score of years. In fact, the Con-
gress provided funds for the project—
then known as the Fort Loudoun Dam
extension—in 1943, and it was postponed
only because of wartime priorities on
materials and manpower.

In the ensuing years, TVA has consci-
entiously made additional studies which
have confirmed the economic value of
the development. I doubt thatany proj-
ect has been more thoroughly studied
and explored from every conceivable
angle. The facts are all in, including all
those which could be mustered by the
small groups carrying on a bitter-end
campaign against it.

And these facts point to the need and
value of the Tellico project as a means of
economic advancement for the region.
They are facts which are convineing to
the majority of the people in the area
and have elicited their support for be-
ginning the project now. That is why
the entire appropriation for the TVA
should be approved by the Congress.

Mr, SAYLOR. Mr, Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

Mr, KIRWAN., Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment close in 5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

Mr. SAYLOR. I object.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to support
the amendment of my colleague from
New York, and in support of this amend-
ment I would like to read an editorial
from the Chattanooga News-Free Press
of September 16, 1966, which states this
as well as any person can. The title of
the editorial is “Just Not Needed.”

Just Nor NEEDED

Just below Chattanocoga, work is progress-
ing on the Nickajack Dam. This is an exam-
ple of a dam that is needed, is fully justified,
that is reasonable in concept and execution.

It is to replace the present Hale’s Bar Dam,
that has been undermined by water leaks
through porous limestone formations.
Nickajack also will provide huge locks to
allow better use of the Tennessee River by

shipping that currently is bottlenecked at
Hale's Bar.

contrast with demonstrable need
for Nickajack Dam is the proposal for build-
ing the Tellico Dam on the Little Tennessee
River,
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Perhaps you have heard most about the
Tellico Dam as a result of the protests of
nature lovers, conservationists and fishermen
who lament that the Tellico Dam would de-
stroy one of the last natural rivers in our
section. In addition, there is the stronger
point that there is no real need for the Tel-
lico Dam.

It is not justified by power production
needs. It is not justified by navigation de-
mands. It is not supported as a flood control
measure. The only significant argument that
is made for the Tellico Dam is that it would
open new industrial sites. This is a poor
argument when (1) there are many, many
avallable industrial sites in the area that are
not yet in use, and (2) it Is not the business
of the Federal Government to take the role
of real estate developer.

It appears that the real reason behind the
Tellico Dam is that its proponents just have
run out of something else to do for the time
being. Just yesterday, the House Appropria-
tions Committee approved expenditure of
three million dollars to start the project—
a small forerunner of many millions of your
dollars that would follow,

Here is one excellent example of a wise
place to cut expenditures in this time of gal-
loping inflation, wasteful Federal spending,
deficit financing and costly war.

Mr. Chairman, I urge that the amend-
ment which has been offered by the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. OTTINGER]
be approved.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SAYLOR. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from New Hampshire.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, I
rise to support the amendment. The
proposed Tellico Dam falls well outside
the criteria which I have used since com-
ing to Congress to determine my support
for big-dam projects. These criteria in-
clude the basic economic feasibility of
the project, the general condition of the
Federal budget—that is, the priority rat-
ing for the project, its effect upon nat-
ural resources, whether it would compete
with equal services provided by private
industry, whether the same job could
be done by other means, for instance
with smaller dams, and generally,
whether there is any real need for the
projected services to be provided.

The Tellico Dam project, tested against
these criteria, emphatically should be
rejected. It joins a number of other
projects which I believe should be re-
jected because they cannot meet the test
of these criteria. This list includes the
proposed Grand Canyon dams; the Lin-
coln-Dickey Dam in Maine and the Liver-
more Falls and Baker River Dams in New
Hampshire, in my district. To this list
must now be added the Tellico Dam on
the Little Tennessee River.

Tellico, however, contains an addi-
tional feature for which perhaps I shall
have to establish a new standard by
which to measure these projects. The
Tellico project proposes to put the Gov-
ernment into the land-speculation busi-
ness in a quite unprecedented manner.

This project failed to get the approval
of the TVA Board of Directors in 1961
because of an unfavorable cost-benefit
ratio. Its supporters went back to the
drawing board and returned with this
proposal under which more than a third
of the benefits were assigned to a wholly
new category, “industrial development.”’

Chairman,
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The new plan proposes to condemn
21,000 acres of land for resale at an esti-
mated profit of $10.9 million. The land
condemnation was not part of the
original plan. It is obvious that the
traditional concepts of flood control,
navigation, and power production were
insufficient to establish a favorable cost-
benefit ratio.

How the estimated profit figure is
reached I have no idea, but it would
seem to be the result of very shaky
guesswork. How can anyone predict the
demand for land or the price for which
it could possibly be sold at any given
time? As a matter of fact, I am in-
formed that there are already available
13 waterfront industrial sites near Tel-
lico which are as yet unused. Thus, it
is very doubtful procedure to assume a
demand for the proposed additional sites
or that such a demand would produce a
profit of $10.9 million,

Even if these figures are proved to be
accurate, this speculative approach is no
way in which to justify a major Federal
project that would cost well over $40
million. Congress ought to nip in the
bud this dangerous departure from
sound public works planning. I am al-
most certain that if this were not a TVA
project and had to come through my
Committee on Public Works that the
committee would flatly reject such a
speculative plan.

Thus, the project cannot be justified
through the traditional standards of
cost-benefit ratios but must rely on a
most questionable and speculative ven-
ture into real estate development. Be-
yond that, the Tellico project would
commit positive damage to the area. It
would eliminate some 10,000 acres of fine
bottom land producing agricultural
products worth $3 million annually. It
would liguidate 15,600 acres of forest
land, dropping total taxable forest
wealth in the area by an estimated $2
million, and eliminate an estimated 156
forest jobs.

Not the least of the positive damage
would be the destruction of one of the
Nation's finest trout rivers. Major tour-
ist attractions and historic sites are
threatened by this unjustified project.

Mr. Chairman, I am no opponent of all
big dams per se, but let us exercise the
greatest of care in authorizing them.
Let us make sure they are really needed
and meet the technical standards that
have served us well in the past and
which have been developed through long
years of experience. Let us weigh their
effects upon our dwindling natural re-
sources. Let us reject the Tellico
proposal.

The President is seeking ways to cut
the budget in an effort to quench the
fires of inflation., This project is an
ideal place to swing the economy ax.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I support the amend-
ment which has been offered by the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. OTTINGER]
designed to delete funds in this legisla-
tion for construetion of the Tellico Dam
and Reservoir. I say so in spite of the
deep respect and admiration which I feel
for my distinguished friend from Ten-
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nessee [Mr. Evins] who had served in
this body so long and so well and who so
strongly supports this provision of the
bill.

Mr. Chairman, it is my opinion that
we ought to take a careful look at the
legislation which is now pending before
us and the proposal for the Tellico Dam.

Mr. Chairman, the Chairman of the
Tennessee Valley Authority has on a
number of occasions pointed out the fact
that there is no longer a need for flood
control structures on the Tennessee
River. It has been pointed out that the
amount of power to be developed with
respect to this structure is so small as
to be insignificant. It is only 200,000
kilowatt hours out of a total of 73,368
million kilowa‘t hours available in the
Tennessee Valley Authority jurisdiction.

Mr. Chairman, if approved, this proj-
ect would produce less than 2 percent of
the total amount of power available from
the Kingston steam plant.

Mr. Chairman, what is really involved
here is an effort to seize from the peo-
ple throughout that area 30,000 acres and
to create 5,000 acres in additional land
for industrial sites. Many more acres
in industrial sites will be flooded. There
are abundantly available thousands of
acres in the near vicinity. Thousands of
acres of industrial lands are presently
available, all within a very few miles. All
of these have a larger and a more skilled
work force available, and with more roads
and highways and other connections
available.

These same kinds of lands are pres-
ently going idle in the area for want of
buyers and purchasers and users.

Let us take a further look at this.
The cost-benefit ratio is 1.4 to 1, but the
bulk of the benefit in the cost-benefit
ratio comes from the faet that land is
going to be condemned cheaply from
people in the area who do not desire to
sell this land, and to resell it at more
cost, according to the Tennessee Valley
Authority for a profit in excess of $2,000
per acre. I say this is unjustified. If
there is need for the Tellico project in the
future, the land will be there, the stream
will be there and we will be able to engage
in the process of seizing and condemning
the land and constructing the facilities,

It might be well to point out to this
body that I have constantly supported
the Tennessee Valley Authority and I
have on occasions taken this well to de-
fend the Tennessee Valley Authority
rather than to criticize it—and I have
been severely criticized in my district for
my support of the Tennessee Valley
Authority.

Let me point out to my colleagues that
what is involved here is not a project to
benefit the area, not a project to improve
navigation, not a project to create in-
dustrial sites, but a device simply to take
land away from people, resell it at a high
price and make a profit in creating in-
dustrial sites from this land.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-

man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentle-
man,

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr, Chair-
man, the gentleman makes a great point
of the fact that he supported the TVA

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

with great pains to the constituents he is
representing in the House. I would like
to remind the gentleman from Michigan,
as chairman of the Subcommittee on
Public Works on Flood Control that I,
too, have supported projects beyond the
boundaries of my district, much to the
pains of my constituency.

I would think it would be rather awk-
ward not to proceed on the basis that
these are national assets and therefore
they require our consideration.

Mr. DINGELL. The gentleman is cor-
rect, and if there was a legitimate basis
for the kind of ruthless seizure of land,
to provide for construction of a national
asset I would support it too. I cannot
support profiteering by a public agency
so little justified.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. That is the
opinion of the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. DINGELL. I did not yield to the
gentleman from Alabama and I will ask
for regular order. But I do want to point
out to my friend from Alabama—and he
is my friend and I value his friendship
very highly as a distinguiched Member
of this body—that what is involved here
is not the creation of needed industrial
sites, not the creation of needed naviga-
tion, not the creation of flood control fa-
cilities, because all of these issues are of
the most minimum value with regard to
the project here.

Mr. Chairman, I am happy to give my
support to the amendment of the gentle-
man from New York deleting funds from
H.R. 17787 for the construction of the
Tellico Dam and Reservoir project of the
Tennessee Valley Authority.

Lest it be thought that this effort to
bar spending of $3.2 million on the Tel-
lico project is only an effort of outsiders
to interfere with TVA matters, I want to
say that I have been much impressed by
the scope and depth of opposition to the
Tellico project among Tennesseans
themselves. I have received numerous
letters and phone calls from people in the
TVA area urging me to aid in the pres-
ervation of the Little Tennessee River as
it now is. I have heard not only from
conservation groups, but also from farm
organizations, timber producers, live-
stockmen, civie groups, and many just
plain citizens. :

The organizations and citizens from
whom I have heard are not out to cripple
TVA—and neither am I. We do feel,
however, that TVA this time is trying to
push through a project which is un-
wanted, unneeded, and unjustified. It
would be just too costly in terms of
money as well as in terms of the great
sacrifice of nature’s largess.

As we all know, TVA operates under a
set of rules differing somewhat from
those applying to other dam-building
agencies such as the Army Corps of En-
gineers and the Bureau of Reclamation.
TVA does not need to get prior authori-
zation for its projects. Instead of going
to a legislative committee first, TVA goes
directly to the Appropriations Commit-
tee—which means the Public Works Ap-
propriations Subcommittee. This sub-
committee has an imposing task and is
a diligent and hard-working unit of the
House.
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The subcommittee had done a good
and thorough job of questioning TVA
witnesses on the project. It has heard
from public witnesses. However, the
subcommittee—burdened as it is with a
great many projects involving several
agencies already cleared by legislative
committees—simply cannot give the at-
tention to a single project that such
project would receive if it went through
the authorization process. I am confi-
dent that the Tellico project would not
be before this House now if it had been
closely scrutinized by the legislative com-
mittees. And particularly not at a time
when the Federal Government is seek-
ing to hold down inflationary spending.

TVA claims a 14 to 1 benefit-cost
ratio for Tellico. But the agency’s fig-
ures look a bit “fishy” to me. I will not
argue much with the claims of $11.4
million in navigational benefits or $8
million in electric power benefits, but I
feel differently about the claim of $13.7
million for flood control benefits and
$48.1 million for general economic devel-
opment benefits. TVA last year claimed
only $10.4 million for flood control bene-
fits, but boosted this figure to $13.7 mil-
lion because of an infiation in the pro-
jected values of property and real
estate. TVA inflated these values with-
out boosting its cost figures for land ac-
quisition.

The $48.1 million in general economiec
development benefits seems to be a
somewhat contrived figure when you
consider that the total consists in part
of the profit to be derived from acquiring
land on the basis of its value as agricul-
tural land and selling it on the basis of
industrial sites. TVA wants to con-
demn some 5,000 acres of land which it
would resell at a profit of $2,180 per
acre—or a total of $10.9 million. This
profit would reduce estimated project
costs of $42.5 million to $31.6 million.
Taking of this land would probably bring
TVA a nice profit, but such condemna-
tions are not necessary—Ilocal people tell
me there is more than enough other land
available for industrial sites.

Another matter which disturbs me
greatly is that the Tellico Dam would
ruin one of the best trout fishing re-
sources in the country. The section of
the Little Tennessee which would be
inundated probably can support more
trout fishing than any other stream in
the area, due to its large size and
constant cold temperatures resulting
from several upstream impoundments.
Existing trout stream mileage in the area
has been declining at an alarming rate,
while 18 major reservoirs within a 50-
mile radius offer adequate lake-type fish-
ing. The Little Tennessee is almost
unique as a preducer of trout. Enough
trophy-size brown trout from this river
already have been entered in national
competition to dominate the eastern
division contests next year.

Earlier this year, the Subcommittee on
Fisheries and Wildlife Conservation, of
which I am chairman, held hearings on
a bill relating to TVA's exemption from
the provisions of the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act. While TVA witnesses
claimed that the agency coordinated its
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activities with other Federal and State
fish and wildlife agencies, I found little,
if any, of such coordination on the Tel-
lico project. I am quite impressed by
the position of the Tennessee Game and
Fish Commission adamantly opposing
the Tellico project.

In short, I think Congress—if it ap-
proves funds for the Tellico project—
would be trading away a fine natural
asset of national importance for the con-
struction of a dam for which neither the
need nor utility have been satisfactorily
demonstrated.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike out the last word
and I rise in opposition to the Ottinger
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. Evins] is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man the hour is getting late and I do
not wish to trespass on your time. I rise
in opposition to the pending amendment
to strike from this bill funds to begin
construction of Tellico Dam by Tennes-
see Valley Authority.

I support the position of the distin-
guished chairman of our committee, the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Kirwan] and
members of the Committee on Appro-
priations.

This amendment should be defeated.

The position of the committee should
be sustained.

This $3.2 million carried in the bill for
Tellico Dam is a budgeted item.

The committee has held extensive
hearings on this matter.

The committee has gone into every
angle and every facet at great detail and
great length.

The issues of Tellico have been long
and thoroughly discussed and debated.

Last year when the committee con-
sidered this project—then, as now, a
budgeted item—the committee deferred
action for three basic reasons.

First. The project was then consid-
ered highly controversial. Now the con-
troversy has been largely resolved. The
county courts and the elected officials
in the majority of the counties of the
area have passed resolutions favoring
and supporting this project.

Second. The question raised regard-
ing the possible pollution of the Little
Tennessee River has now been resolved.
The TVA has prepared a special report
following a study ordered on this issue
by our committee.

The report negates the charge that the
Little Tennessee River would become a
polluted river.

This report has resolved the issue on
this complaint.

Third. The committee delayed action
because of the charge then made that
the historic site of Fort Loudoun would
be inundated. TVA has made provisions
in its plans to preserve Fort Loudoun,
the most important of the historieal
markers. The site of the British fort
built in 1756 will be preserved.

There will be more visitors to that his-
toric site than ever before as a result of
construetion of the dam.
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So, Mr. Chairman, the criticisms have
been answered to the satisfaction of his-
torians and other persons concerned.

The remaining opposition to the proj-
ect comes from some of our friends who
are sport fishermen.

Most of us like to feel we are sport
fishermen.

I regret that the gentleman from New
York [Mr. OrTinceEr] did not have the
advantage and the opportunity of hear-
ing all the facts on the Tellico project.

The members of our subcommittee
have had the benefit of testimony and
witnesses from all sides and all groups.

We have studied the matter thorough-
Iy and resolved the issue on the side of
who would be most benefited.

We concluded that it is more impor-
tant to provide 7,000 jobs in an area
where low income and high unemploy-
ment prevail over the pleasures of a few
fishermen.

I can understand the concern of these
sportsmen. I appreciate their position.
I have no criticism of them. They are
concerned with only one dimension of
the picture.

There has been a heavy out-migration
of population from the area because of
the lack of job opportunities—particu-
larly among young people.

Census figures show that an out-
migration of 15,523 persons occurred in
the 10-year period from 1950 to 1960.

The combination of abundant rainfall
and the steep mountainous area makes
the Tellico project an excellent area for
the production of hydroelectric power.

Tellico will produce 200 million kilo-
watts of electric power annually.

For purposes of comparison this com-
pares with more than one-half the an-
nual power output of Norris Dam.

The power benefits are estimated at
$8 million. Flood control benefits are es-
timated at $13.7 million. Transportation
benefits, resulting from creation of a
waterway, will amount to $11.4 million.
It is a conservative estimate that the
general economic development will be in-
creased by about $15 million.

The cost-benefit ratio is a good one—
$1.40 will be returned for every $1
expended in the life of the project.

Contrary to the statements of the op-
ponents of this project, there is no inten-
tion of moving industries to the area
from elsewhere.

It is anticipated that some new plants
will be built and branch plants estab-
lished.

This has been the history of the build-
ing of hydroelectric plants throughout
the Nation by the Corps of Engineers, the
TVA, the Bureau of Reclamation, and
other resource development agencies.

The Tellico project will afford the ad-
vantages of low-cost electric power—
available water and rail transportation—
and industrial sites suitable for industries
having large land requirements.

Concerning the charge of the purchase
of surplus land for resale, it has been
the custom in the past to purchase land
in the areas of these developments and
these lands are resold to the public and
private interests.
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Approximately 7,000 new jobs are es-
timated to be provided by the project and
wages and salaries are estimated at $18
million a year over present employment
opportunities.

The recreation potential for the area
also will be increased for the benefit of
sports fishermen and others. I would
point out that a survey of the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service together with the
Tennessee State Game and Fish Com-
mission and the TVA states that oppor-
tunities for fishing around the reservoir
will be enormously increased.

In summary, the Tellico project is a
sound projeet providing:

Flood control will be provided.

Power generation, in tandem, as it
were, with Fort Loudoun Reservoir, will
be increased.

Navigation benefits will follow.

bl;Tew industrial sites will be made avail-
aple,

Job opportunities and employment in
an Appalachian area with chronic eco-
nomic ills will be provided, and vast
benefits from recreation will be opened.

This project is budgeted and certainly
should not be deleted.

I believe this is the only instance in
this important appropriation where an
effort is being made to strike a budgeted
item from the bill.

The amendment should be defeated.

I urge you to support the committee
in this matter and vote down the pend-
ing amendment.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word and I rise in
opposition to the amendment,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Tennessee is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Chairman, al-
though this dam is not in my distriet, it
is part of the overall plan of the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority and works into
that complex and that great picture that
the TVA has created in the whole Ten-
nessee Valley.

TVA has often been referred to as the
heartbeat of the valley, and I agree.
This dam is feasible, and should be built.
I am in opposition to the amendment,
and urge that it be defeated, and that
the whole measure be adopted by the
House with the budget of the Tennessee
Valley Authority included, which also in-
g}_times a flood confrol project in my dis-

ct.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr, Chair-
man, I move to strike out the requisite
number of words.

If this amendment prevails, justifica-
tion for doing so would be equal justifica-
tion for voting down every item in the
bill, every budgeted item that is pre-
sented in the bill. I hope that these
projects that have been presented here,
fine and valuable projects, will remain
intact, and we will accept the commit-
tee’s version of the bill.

Mr. VIVIAN. Mr. Chairman, as many
Members have reiterated today, it is in-
cumbent upon us this year to cut out or
cut the costs of all deferable Federal
programs and projects, in order that we
will be able to continue adequately, and
in some cases to increase, truly essential
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programs. Several amendments were
proposed today to the public works por-
tion of the appropriations bill before us,
which would have reduced the cost of
the bill withouf, in my opinion, being
detrimental to this Nation. I am disap-
pointed that none of these were adopted.

I am sure that the members of the Ap-
propriations Committee, who handled
this bill, and of the Public Works Com-
mittee, who handled the predecessor au-
thorization bill, took their duties serious-
ly and have offered what they consider
a good compromise. But I personally
feel that a lesser cost compromise would
have been preferable.

A principal reason why none of the
amendments were adopted of course is
patently clear. A number of individual
Members here today who have told me
they would like to vote against specific
projects, also told me a fact we all know,
that they as individuals are not desirous
of having the sponsors of these specific
projects discover their disaffection, for
they fear that possible future projects in
thei~ own district, even though of poten-
tially much greater merit, might suffer.
And as all of us have observed, at no
time have standing or teller votes been
asked on any one of the amendments—a
situation which is rare on a bill of this
magnitude.

Mr. Chairman, I conclude that the
best course I can follow to express my
dissatisfaction with the cost of this bill,
and my disappointment with the situa-
tion which prevails on the floor, is to vote
against the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. OTTINGER].

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise, and re-
port the bill back to the House, with the
recommendation that the bill be passed.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Committee rose: and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. RosTENKOWSKI, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under considera-
tion the bill (H.R. 17787) making appro-
priation for certain ecivil functions
administered by the Department of De-
fense, the Panama Canal, certain agen-
cies of the Department of the Interior,
the Atomic Energy Commission, the At-
lantic-Pacific Interoceanic Canal Study
Commission, the Delaware River Basin
Commission, the Saint Lawrence Sea-
way Development Corporation, the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority, and the Wa-
ter Resources Council, for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1967, and for other pur-
poses, has directed him to report the bill
back to the House with the recommenda-
tion that the bill do pass.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the engrossment and third reading of
the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Isthe gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin, I am, Mr.
Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Davis moves to recommit the bill to
the Committee on Appropriations with in-
structions to that Committee to report it
back forthwith with the following amend-
ment: On page 35, after line 5, insert a new
section as follows:

“Sec. 511. Each appropriation item con-
tained In this Act shall be reduced by five
per centum which shall be applied uniformly
to each item, project, and activity funded
under each appropriation item.”

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the previous question is ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion to recommit.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the nays ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak-
er, on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were refused.

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak-
er, I object to the vote on the ground
that a quorum is not present and make
a point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members and the Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken, and there
were—yeas 354, nays 25, not voting 53,
as follows:

[Roll No. 206]
YEAB—354
Abbitt Brooks Daddario
Abernethy Brown, Calif. Dague
Adair Brown, Clar- Daniels
Addabbo enced, Jr. Dawson
Anderson, Ill. Broyhill, Va. de la Garza
Anderson, Buchanan Delaney
Tenn. Burke Dent
Andrews, Burleson Denton
George W. Burton, Callf. Derwinski
Andrews, Burton, Utah  Devine
Glenn Byrne, Pa. Dickinson
Andrews, Cabell £8s
N. Dak. Cahill Dingell
Annunzio Callan le
Arends Callaway Donohue
Ashbrook Carey W
Ashley Casey Dowdy
Ashmore Cederberg Downing
Ayres Celler Dulski
Bandstra Chamberlain Duncan, Oreg,
helf Dunecan, Tenn
Barrett Clancy Dwyer
Bates Clark Edmondson
Battin Clause: Edwards, Ala
Beckworth Don H. Edwards, Calif,
Bell Clawson, Del Edwards, La,
Bennett Clevenger Everett
Berry Cohelan Evins, Tenn.
Betts Colmer Fallon
Bingham Conable Farnsley
Blatnik Conyers Farnum
g5 Cooley Fascell
Boland Corbett Felghan
Bolton Craley Findley
Bow Cramer Fino
Brademas Culver Flood
Bray Cunningham Flynt
Brock Curtin Fogarty
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Foley
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Rodino
Rogers, Colo.
Rogers, Fla.
Ronan
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roudebush
Roush

Ryan
g:téerﬂdd
. Onge

Scheuer
Schisler
Schmidhauser
Schneebeli
Schweiker
Scott
Secrest
Selden
Shipley
Shriver
Sickles
Bikes

Sisk

Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Calif,
Smith, Towa
Smith, N.Y,
gprmger

Stalbaum
Stanton

Steed
Stephens
Stubblefield
Sullivan
Sweeney
Talcott

Taylor

Teague, Calif,
Teague, Tex.
Tenzer
Thomas
Thompson, N.J,
Thompson, Tex.
Thomson, Wis.
Todd

Trimble
Tuck

Tupper
Tuten
Udall
Ullman

Utt

Van Deerlin
Vanik

Vigorito
Waggonner
Waldie

Walker, N, Mex,
Watking
‘Watson
Weltner

Zablocki

Ottinger
Reid, I1l.
Reid, N.Y.
Baylor
Stafford
Vivian
Wydler

Ford, Lipscomb
William D, Long, La.
Fountain Long, Md.
Frelilnghuysen Love
Friedel McCarthy
Fulton, Pa. MeClory
Fulton, Tenn. McCulloch
Fuqua McDowell
Gallagher McFall
Garmatz McGrath
Gathings McVicker
Gettys Macdonald
Giaimo Machen
Gibbons Mackie
Gilbert Madden
Gilligan Mahon
Gonzalez Mailliard
Grabowski Marsh
Green, Oreg.  Martin, Nebr,
Green, Pa, thias
Greigg Matsunaga
Grider Matthews
Griffiths May
Gross Meeds
Gubser Michel
Gurney Mills
Hagen, Calif, Minish
Haley Mink
Hall Minshall
Halleck Mize
Halpern Monagan
Hamilton Moore
Hanley Moorhead
Hansen, Idaho Morgan
Hansen, JTowa Morris
Hansen, Wash, Morton
Hardy Mosher
Harsha Moss
Harvey, Ind, Multer
Harvey, Mich. Murphy, Il
Hathaway Murphy, N.Y,
Hawkins Natcher
Hébert edai
Hechler Nelsen
Helstoskl 1x
Henderson O'Brien
Herlong O'Hara, III,
Hicks Olsen, Mont
Holifleld Olson, Minn
Holland O’Neal, Ga
Horton O'Nelll, Mass
Hosmer Passman
Howard Patman
Hull Patten
Huot, Pelly
Hutchinson Pepper
Ichord Perkins
in FPhilbin
e B
ennings
Johnson, Calif, Pirnie
Johnson, Okla, Poage
Johnson, Pa Poft
Jones, Ala, Powell
Jones, Mo, Price
Jones, N.C Pucinski
Earsten Purcell
Karth Quie
Eastenmeier Quillen
ee Race
Keith Randall
Kelly
Keogh Rees
King, Calif. Resmellc
, Utah nick
;I(llll']wgan Reuss
Kornegay Rhodes, Ariz,
Erebs Rhodes, Pa.
Landrum Rivers, Alaska
Langen Rlvers, 5.C.
Latta Roberts
Leggett Robison
NAYS—25
Broomfield Fraser
Broyhill, N.C. Goodell
Byrnes, Wis. Grover
Cleveland Joelson
Collier Jonas
Curtis Eupferman
Davis, Wis. Laird
Erlenborn MacGregor
Ford, Gerald R. Morse
NOT VOTING—53
Adams Corman
Albert Davis, Ga.
Aspinall Dorn
Belcher Dyal
Bolling Ellsworth
Cameron Evans, Colo,
Carter Farbstein
Conte Fisher




Kunkel Murray Senner
MeDade O'Hara, Mich. Smith, Va.
McEwen O'Eonski Stratton
McMillan Pool aoll
Mackay Reinecke alker, Miss,
Martin, Ala. Rogers, Tex. Watts
Martin, Mass. Roncalio Willis
Roybal Wilson, Bob

Moeller Rumsfeld
Morrison St Germain

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Stratton with Mr. Martin of Massa-
chusetts,

Mr. Farbstein with Mr. Ellsworth.

Mr. Davis of Georgia with Mr. Belcher.

Mr. Morrison with Mr. Walker of Missis-
sippi.

Hungate with Mr. Eunkel.

Albert with Mr. Conte.

Aspinall with Mr. King of New York.
Corman with Mr. Bob Wilson,
Miller with Mr, McDade.

Mr. Dyal with Reinecke.

Mr. Hagan of Georgia with Mr, Martin of
Alabama.
Mr. Willis with Mr. McEwen.
. Smith of Virginia with Mr. O'Konski.
. Senner with Mr, Fisher.
. Roncalio with Mr, McMillan.
. Gray with Mr. Rogers of Texas.
Mr. Hays with Mr. Cameron,
Mr. Evans of Colorado with Mr, Dorn.
Mr, Pool with Mr, Hanna,
Mr, Watts with Mr, Toll.
Mr. Mackay with Mr, Scheuer.
Mr. Moeller with Mr. Jacobs.
Mr. O'Hara of Michigan with Mr. Murray.

Mr. TUCK changed his vote from
“nay” t'o uyean-

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

EREE

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speak-
er, on behalf of the chairman, the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. Kmmwan], I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on the bill just
passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

THE LOWER TETON DAM IN
FREMONT COUNTY, IDAHO

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
ineclude extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Idaho?

There was no objection.

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Speaker,
the Lower Teton Dam in Fremont
County, Idaho, was authorized several
years ago and construction is urgently
needed to provide supplemental water to
the farmers in that area and to control
the serious flooding and drought condi-
tlon. However, the President in his
budget for fiscal 1967 did not recommend
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the appropriation of funds to begin con-
struction of this project.

In April, I appeared before the House
Committee on Appropriations, urging
that at least $50,000 be approved to begin
preliminary construetion investigation to
permit the project to get underway. I re-
gret that funds were not recommended.
EKnowing of the opposition of the House
to additional increases in the budget, I
have not pressed the issue in debate
today.

However, because of the urgent need
for this project, the Senate may follow
the action taken last year and authorize
money to permit work to commence this
next year and avoid the delay of a full
year or more on this essential develop-
ment. Should this occur, I respectfully
urge the conferees to accept a position
which would permit this very necessary
project to move ahead.

As a matter of further interest to the
House and the information of the con-
ferees, I am including in the REcorp a
copy of my statement before the com-
mittee,

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE GEORGE V.
HANSEN, SEconp DistrICT, IDAHO, BEFORE
THE HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS PusLIc WORKS
SUBCOMMITTEE, APrIL 25, 1066

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity
of again appearing before this Committee to
request funds for a start on the Lower Teton
Dam, Fremont County, Idaho. I would like
to make just a very brief statement today
and then, if it is permissible, to include as
a part of that statement the statement I
made before this Committee last year—a copy
of which has been furnished to the Commit-
tee Members. The facts have not changed—
the situation has not changed—except that
another year has gone by with no concrete
prospects of relief for those in the area who
are hit by recurrent flood and drought cycles.

The statement brings out these salient
facts—

The Fremont Dam Is a multi-purpose
development designed to make maximum use
of available water resources in the area. It
is a two-stage project. The first stage, for
which we are asking appropriations now,
would bring no new land under irrigation.
It would, however, provide urgently-needed
supplemental water for 114,000 acres. The
project would also provide substantial flood
protection to a highly developed area in the
Upper Snake River Basin which has suffered
severe damage from floods in recent years.

Flood and drought conditions in the same
year in this area are mot uncommon. The
seriousness of an alternate flood and drought
cycle was vividly illustrated in 1861 and
1962. During the summer of 1961, Fremont
and Madison Counties were declared drought
emergency areas. In February, 1962, ex-
tremely high runoff caused record floods in
Henry’'s Fork and Teton River Valleys and
the Snake River Plain, Thus, within six
months, the same area was declared a
drought area and a flood disaster area.

May I point out to the Members of this
Committee that, in 1964, Idaho was honored
when the Chairman, the Gentleman from
Ohio, and the Secretary of the Interior, the
Honorable Stewart L. Udall, personally in-
spected this area., At that time both ac-
claimed the project and the Secretary stated
that plans for the project “likely will be
pressed in this fiscal year beginning July 1
s0 that initial work can begin in 1966". Pis-
cal 1966, of course, has passed us by with
no funds for beginning the project.

Secretary Udall has reaffirmed his support
of the urgency and need for the project in
a letter I have recelved from Robert W. Nel-
son, Deputy Assistant Secretary, which

September 21, 1966

states: “In reply to your telegram of April 20,
the need for Fremont Dam and Reservoir to
provide flood control and supplemental irri-
gation water remains unchanged from that
defined in our report on the Lower Teton
Division, Teton Basin Project, Idaho, which
was printed as House Document No. 208, 88th

In that document there is a letter, signed
by Darlington W. Denit, Acting Commis-
sioner, Bureau of Reclamation, which was
approved and adopted by Secretary Udall.
It states, in part, “I conclude, therefore, that
the plans of development outlined in this
report for both the initial stage and for the
ultimate stage of the lower Teton division are
feasible and economically justified, that
there now exists an urgent need for supple-
mental water supplies to presently irrigated
lands and for flood protection, and that
power and recreation benefits can be realized
by construction of the initial stage, lower
Teton division, Teton Basin project.” (Italic
added.)

Additionally, the Lower Teton Dam en-
Joys complete and unanimous bi-partisan
support by all individuals and groups con-
cerned and Joint Memorials to the Congress
urging its funding have been passed unani-
mously by both houses of the Idaho State
Legislature.

Last year, Mr. Chairman, the Senate ap-
proved an appropriation of $300,000 for this
project, the amount Floyd E. Dominy, Com-
missioner of the Bureau of Reclamation, had
sald would be used the first year. However,
Mr. Dominy informed me that as little as
$50,000 could be used initially in contract
negotiations to save up to a year’s valuable
time in the ultimate completion of this vital
project,

I realize that the amount of money avail-
able under the budget for 1967 is limited,
and that there are many calls upon it, How-
ever, I belleve a compromise might be made—
through approving appropriation of the
above-mentioned $50,000—which would have
a relatively minute effect on the budget, and
which would allow time-consuming negotia-
tions on contracts to get underway immedi-
ately.

Mr. Chairman, that ends my formal state-
ment, If the Chairman or the Committee
Members have questions, I shall be happy to
answer them,

CHILD NUTRITION

Mr. COOLEY submitted a conference
report and statement on the bill
(S. 3467) to amend the National School
Lunch Act, as amended, to strengthen
and expand food service programs for
children.

MILITARY MEDICAL BENEFITS
AMENDMENTS OF 1966

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina sub-
mitted a conference report and state-
ment on the bill (H.R. 14088) to amend
chapter 55 of title 10, United States Code,
to authorize an improved health benefits
program for retired members and mem-
bers of the uniformed services and their
dependents, and for other purposes.

RESERVE FORCES BILL OF RIGHTS
AND VITALIZATION ACT OF 1966,
AND NATIONAL GUARD TECH-
NICIANS BENEFITS ACT

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules and on be-
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half of my colleague from Missouri [Mr.
Bouning] I call up House Resolution 1009
and ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 1009

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Unlon for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
17195) to amend titles 10, 14, 32, and 37,
United States Code, to strengthen the re-
serve components of the armed forces, and
clarify the status of National Guard techni-
cians, and for other purposes. After general
debate, which shall be confined to the bill
and shall continue not to exceed two hours,
to be equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Armed Services, the bill
shall be read for amendment under the five-
minute rule. It shall be in order to consider
the amendment in the nature of a substitute
recommended by the Committee on Armed
Services now printed in the bill and such
substitute for the purpose of amendment
shall be considered under the five-minute
rule as an original bill. At the conclusion of
such consideration the Committee shall rise
and report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted, and
any Member may demand a separate vote in
the House on any of the amendments adopted
in the Committee of the Whole House on any
of the amendments adopted in the Com-
mittee of the Whole to the bill or committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute.
‘The previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. BURTON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I make a point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 297]

Abernethy Evins, Tenn.  Moeller
Adams Fallon Morrison
Addabbo Farbstein Morse
Albert Fisher Murray
Anderson, Flood O'Hara, Mich.

Tenn. Fogarty O’EKonski
Andrews, Foley Pelly

Glenn Garmatz Pool
Aspinall Giaimo Powell
Baring Gilbert Purcell
Barrett Gray Rees
Battin Hagan, Ga. Reinecke
Belcher Hanna Rogers, Tex.
Boggs Hansen, Wash. Ronecalio
Bolling Harvey, Ind. Rooney, Pa
Brown, Calif. Hays Roybal
Callan Herlong Rumsfeld
Callaway Holifield 5t Germain
Cameron Hungate Senner
C Jacobs Slack
Celler King, N.Y¥. Smith, Va.
Clark Elrwan Steed
Conte Kluezynskl Btratton
Corman Krebs Thompson, Tex.
Craley Eunkel Toll
Davis, Ga. Lipscomb Tunney
Denton McDade Tupper
Dickinson McEwen Ullman
Duncan, Oreg. McMillan Walker, Miss.
Dyal Macksy Watts
Edwards, Callf. Martin, Ala ‘Whitener
Ellsworth Martin, Mass, Willis
Evans, Colo. Miller ‘Wilson, Bob
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The SPEAKER. On this rolleall, 330
Members have answered to their names,
a guorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

RESERVE FORCES BILL OF RIGHTS
AND VITALIZATION ACT

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
California is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. SISK., Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. Smrral, pending which I
yield myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 1009
provides an open rule with 2 hours of
general debate for consideration of H.R.
17195, a bill to amend ftitles 10, 14, 32, and
37, United States Code, to strengthen
the Reserve components of the Armed
Forces, and clarify the status of National
Guard technicians, and for other
purposes.

H.R. 17195 is designed to correct de-
ficiencies and substitute certainty for
uncertainty in the Reserve program.

Title I of the bill would substantially
revise the composition and administra-
tion of the Reserve components of the
Armed Forces. It has as its primary
objective the establishment by statute of
a Reserve component organizational
structure that will enable these com-
ponents to more fully and effectively
meet their mobilization readiness re-
quirements as established in the con-
tingency and war plans approved by the
Joint Chiefs of Staff. As a collateral
objective, this legislation would elimi-
nate the present uncertainty and insta-
bility of the existing Reserve structure
by establishing its minimum size and
composition in permanent law.

The provisions of title II of the bill will
clarify the employee status of National
Guard technicians by making them Fed-
eral employees and thus eligible for the
various Federal employee benefits that
will flow from this status.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 1009 in order that H.R.
17195 may be considered.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
use.

ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITIES ACT

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to speak out of order.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I know that it is late, and everyone
is in a hurry to get home, and we have
to have a rollcall. I shall be very brief.
But I think this will be the only oppor-
tunity I shall have between now and
Monday to address the House in regard
to the discharge petition of H.R. 15111,
the Economic Opportunity Act of 1966,
or the war-on-poverty bill,

If this bill is called up on next Mon-
day, September 26, pursuant to the 21-
day rule—House Resolution 1014—it is
my present intention to raise a poing of
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order against the consideration of House
Resolution 1014, The facts are as fol-
lows:

First. The bill was reported by the
Committee on Education and Labor on
June 1.

Second. On June 3 the Rules Commit-
tee received a letter from the chairman
of Education and Labor requesting a
hearing “at the earliest possible date
in order that we may seek action on
the floor of the House wtihout delay.”

Third. Hearings were promptly held on
the following dates: June 9, 14, 15, 21, 22
and 23. Hearings were also set on June
27 and 29 in order to give the chairman
an opportunity to appear. He did not
appear at any time before the Rules
Committee.

Fourth. On June 29 the Rules Com-
mittee reported an open rule with 8
hours of debate to consider HR. 15111
making it possible for the Speaker to rec-
ognize another majority member to call
up the bill if the chairman were not
available. This is House Resolution 923
accompanied by Rules Committee Re-
port No. 1707.

Fifth, Due to the July 4 recess the
rule was not filed until July 14.

Sixth. On September 1, more than 115
months after a rule had been granied,
the chairman of the Education and La-
bor Committee filed House Resolution
1014 under the 21-day rule. It was de-
fective and a corrected version was filed
September 2.

House rules provide for the use of the
21-day rule when the Rules Committee
has acted adversely or not acted within
21 days. This was not the situation in
this instance. The Rules Committee
acted affirmatively. I do not believe that
the 21-day rule was ever intended to be
used in this way.

Mr. Speaker, now as to the bill HR.
17195, this bill is a result of extensive
and comprehensive hearings held by a
subcommittee of the Committee on
Armed Services for niore than a year.
The hearings established the need for a
revision in the organizational and ad-
ministrative structure of the Reserve
components so as to enable each of these
Reserve components to more fully and
effectively meet their mobilization readi-
ness requirements as dictated by our con-
tingency and war plans.

As a collateral requirement, this legis-
lation is designed to eliminate any gues-
tions as to the future of the Army Re-
serve components and will preclude the
Department of Defense from destroying
the Army Reserve. This legislation is
therefore also designed to eliminate the
uncertainty in the Army Reserve pro-
gram.

EXPLANATION OF THE BILL

The bill as reported by the Committee
on Armed Services contains two titles:
Title I is concerned with changes in the
administrative and organizational strue-
ture of the Reserve forces and title II is
concerned with resolving the employment
status of National Guard technicians,

TITLE I. RESERVE FORCES

The major objective of title I would be
accomplished by first, the establishment
of the position of an Assistant Secretary
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of Defense for Reserve Affairs whose re-
sponsibility will be exclusively the man-
agement and administration of the Re-
serve Forces structure; second, the re-
quirement by statute that organized
units of the drilling Reserve be provided
the level of equipment necessary to prop-
erly conduct their training functions and
also that the additional equipment nec-
essary to meet their mobilization require-
ments be also maintained in inventory;
and third, the establishment of a man-
dated floor on the strength on drilling
units in the Reserve components so as to
insure the availability of sufficient man-
power to satisfy immediate mobiliza-
tion requirements.
TITLE II. NATIONAL GUARD TECHNICIANS

Title II of the bill, very simply stated,
will establish a Federal employee status
for technicians employed by the National
Guard.

At the present time there are 39,533
technicians employed by the National
Guard—22,969 by the Army National
Guard, and 16,564 by the Air National
Guard.

These technicians today, although paid
by the Federal Government, are not con-
sidered Federal employees, and conse-
quently are not eligible for Federal re-
tirement, health, and insurance bene-
fits. This title will change this situa-
tion and provide them with an essential
Federal employee status, and therefore
make them eligible for these benefits.

COSTS OF THE BILL

The increased annual cost which will
result from enactment of this legislation
is approximately $25 million.

Twelve million dollars of this increased
annual cost is attributable to the provi-
sions of title I equalizing the per diem
payments to Regular and Reserve per-
sonnel.

The provisions of title II will result in
an increased annual cost of $13 million
which represents the cost resulting from
employer contributions by the Federal
Government for retirement, health, and
insurance benefits.

Mr. Speaker, I concur with the state-
ments of the gentleman from California
[Mr. Sisk] on the present bill. I urge
adoption of the rule. I have no further
requests for time and reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the present resolu-
tion be corrected on page 2, line 10, by
striking out all after the word “Whole”
on line 10 and all on line 11 down to the
word “Whole”.

The SPEAEKER. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the previous question is ordered.

There was no objection.
m’rhe resolution, as amended, was agreed

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the considera-
tion of the bill (H.R. 17195) to amend
titles 10, 14, 32, and 37, United States
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Code, to strengthen the Reserve compo-
nents of the Armed Forces, and clarify
the status of National Guard techni-
cians, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Louisiana.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 17195), with
Mr. FascerLL in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. HEBERT]
will be recognized for 1 hour, and the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Bray] will
be recognized for 1 hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, members of the Com-
mittee, first of all, please accept my
apologies and the apologies of the mem-
bers of the Armed Services Committee
for retaining you at this late hour, but it
becomes necessary because of conditions
beyond our control. It is necessary that
we have this legislation passed in order
that the other body might act on the
appropriation bill which was the sub-
ject of discussion here some weeks ago.
For that reason, we are compelled to
press the issue at this moment. I assure
you that every member of the Armed
Services Committee, including our dis-
tinguished chairman, understands the
exact feeling you have and appreciates
your cooperation. We appreciate it very
deeply.

I shall not use up any more of the
time than is quite necessary, and it will
be just a few minutes, in order that we
might get to a vote on this bill.

Recalling and refreshing the memory
of the Members as to the situation which
brings the bill to the floor at this mo-
ment, for over several years the Com-
mittee on Armed Services has studied
the Reserve problem. This bill is the
result of that study. In essence, this
bill protects the integrity of the Guard
and the Army Reserves and carries into
effect that act which the Defense De-
partment has declared it wanted over a
period of many months, but compels the
words of promise to be translated into
action. That is simply what it does.

Title II of the bill, known as the Guard
technieian bill, transfers members of the
National Guard in the maintenance and
technician area to the Federal Civil Serv-
ice. The Members are all familiar with
this. We have heard from our Governors
and adjutants general, so we are fa-
miliar with that.

There is one new feature of the bhill,
which is important. We come to you
under your direction and your mandate.
This is the instruction and the authority
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of the President to call up a certain
number of reservists without a declara-
tion of a national emergency. This lan-
guage will allow the President to call up,
if he so desires, some 133,000 individual
reservists who have not been trained for
the minimum of 4 months and are at-
tached to units. In addition, there will
be some 60,000 individuals who have
trained but are not attached to units
who might be called. In other words,
this would limit the call to the 190,000,
give or take a few thousand, by the Presi-
dent, after he decides to call up these
people.

That is a simple and quick explanation
I can give on the bill. I am sure all
Members are familiar with it.

Mr. Chairman, enactment of H.R.
17195 is, in my opinion, absolutely es-
sential if we are to provide our Nation
with a Reserve Component structure
that will insure our national security.

Subcommittee No. 2 of the Committee
on Armed Services has studied the Re-
serve program for more than 5 years.
The studies included extensive hearings
following the Berlin crisis in 1962 and
another most comprehensive set of hear-
ings in 1965 at the time Secretary of
Defense McNamara outlined his most
recent plan for reorganizing the Re-
serve program. These hearings, which
are available as a public document, es-
tablishes beyond any doubt the absolute
necessity for a drastic revision in the
administrative organization of the Re-
serve program and the statutory basis
for our Reserve Component organiza-
tions.

For more years than I care to remem-
ber, the Reserve Components of each of
the armed services have had a turbulent
and chaotic history.

Our Reserve Forces have been saluted
and eulogized by the executive branch
for their “indispensable contributions
to our national security,” and yet at the
same time damned by inattention, ne-
glect, and lack of effective leadership.

Let me give you a little history:

In 1954, the Department of De-
fense recommended legislation which
would have tremendously increased the
strength of our Reserve Forces. At that
time, the proponents, from the executive
branch, for this change in our Reserve
Forces structure pointed ouf that this
increased strength was absolutely essen-
tial to our national security.

The Congress endorsed most of this
program and it was enacted into law as
the “Reserve Forces Act of 1955.”

Only a few years later, in February
1958, the Congress was advised by the
executive branch that our Reserve struc-
ture, particularl;- the Army Reserve com-
ponent structure, required a drastic over-
haul, including a marked reduction in
personnel strengths. Both Secretary of
the Army Brucker and the then Chief
of Staff of the Army, General Maxwell
Taylor, advised the Congress and this
committee that, and I quote them:

This reshaping of the structure of both
Reserve components is necessary to make
them responsive to the needs of the Army of
today and of the foreseeable future.

At that time, Army witnesses stated,
and I now quote them, that— -
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These revisions in mobilization plans clear-
1y indicate the need for a change in our Re-
serve component structure which will more
adequately support our current strategic
plans, maintain and support Reserve forces
in a condition of high readiness, and meet
mobilization requirements.

Significantly enough, the Army witness
also stated that—and I again quote the
Army witness:

The structure I have presented is designed
to give the Army the balanced force it needs
to perform its missions. The Reserve com-
ponents cannot maintain a stable program
if units are added and deleted with increas-
ing frequency. Rather, the number of units
in the troop basis should change only when
there i{s a major change in the requirements
for forces.

The reorganization proposed in 1958
was the pentomic reorganization and was
placed into effect with assurances that
this new structure would surely resulf
in a high condition of readiness for the
Army Reserve components.

Following the pentomic restructure of
the Reserve components, we were
suddenly told in 1962 that the Army Re-
serve components again were out of step
with our strategic war plans and re-
quired additional reorganization. Again,
the Congress was told that the reorga-
nization was mnecessary to insure that
these Reserve units would be “opera-
tionally ready” and responsive to deploy-
ment schedules and contingency and war
plans.

The year, again, I repeat, was 1962,

Significantly, this reorganization also
involved a planned reduction in person-
nel strengths.

Concurrently with this advice to the
Congress, the Armed Services Commit-
tee conducted a review of the responsive-
ness of the Army Reserve component
units that were called to active duty dur-
ing the Berlin crisis. Regrettably, the
committee found that many of these
units required more than 6 months to
achieve a level of readiness that would
have permitted their operational deploy-
ment.

It was therefore evident that the pre-
vious reorganizations of the Army Re-
serve components in 1955 and 1958 had
not, despite their laudable objectives,
satisfied the requirement for increased
readiness.

Consequently, the committee was im-
pressed by the case presented by Secre-
tary of the Army Stephen Ailes in 1962
for another reorganization of the Re-
serve components. At that time, Secre-
tary Ailes stated the Department’s ob-
jectives as follows:

The readiness results which these measures
achieve are dramatic. As the force structure
shows, we will have six division forces ready
to go in B weeks, A full complement of
needed, up-to-date units to round out the
Active Army is ready in 4 to 8 weeks. We
will have no less than 11 high-priority bri-
gades, 2 ready in b weeks, and the remaining
9 ready in 8 weeks. These versatile brigades,
organized on the ROAD basis, are available
for a series of specific area missions but are
also of great value as corps troops, for rear
area security and the like. Finally, and in
addition to the above, we will still have an
adequate base for general mobilization,

Despite these vitally important depart-
mental objectives, the committee had
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very serious reservations concerning the
effectiveness of the reorganization plan
since, in the committee’s opinion, the
plan did not include any genuinely effec-
tive measures to satisfy the demonstrated
critical requirements for both trained
personnel and equipment. However,
after much soul searching, and assur-
ances from the Department that these
critical requirements would be satisfied,
the committee, on December 3, 1962, ad-
vised the Secretary of the Army that “it
would have no objection to implementa-
tion of the new plan realining the Re-
serve components.”

For the third time this committee fol-
lowed the advice of the executive depart-
ment in the third reorganization of the
Reserve Forces.

The smoke and trauma of this last
drastic reorganization of the Reserve
components had not been completely
dissipated when Secretary of Defense
McNamara, late in 1964, announced the
Department's intention to again com-
pletely reorganize the Army Reserve
components. This new reorganization
plan, not surprisingly, recommended an-
other personnel reduction and justified
the proposed action for the very came
reasons previously advanced by the
Army in each of the earlier reorganiza-
tions.

The Congress balked at this last pro-
posal of the Department and simply re-
fused to provide the Department with
the necessary statutory authority which
would have permitted this reorganiza-
tion to ocecur. In addition, the Congress
emphasized its opposition to the merger
proposal by mandating the required level
of personnel strengths for both the Army
Reserve and Army National Guard.

It is interesting to note that in 1962
the objective, hidden as it might have
been, was to destroy the National Guard.
Failing to destroy the National Guard,
the objective in the 1964 proposition, the
merger, was to destroy the Reserves—
in other words, use any weapon at hand
to accomplish your objective.

Despite this unequivocal and clear re-
jection of the merger proposal by the
Congress, the Pentagon, for reasons that
are not clear to me, continues to persist
in predicating all its future planning on
this abortive merger and reorganization
proposal.

The result of this unexplainable Pen-
tagon determination to thwart the will
of Congress has been the creation of
further chaos and instability in the
Army Reserve component structure.

Today, except for the Selected Reserve
Force of approximately 155,000 person-
nel, the rest of the Army Reserve com-
ponents have achieved a new low in op-
erational readiness—matched only by
the level of their morale, which is even
lower.

Congress, and this committee in par-
ticular, will not permit this situation to
continue. It is obvious that legislation
is required to provide an environment in
which our Reserve component forces
have a fighting chance of reaching their
required level of operational readiness.

The Pentagon has been attempting to
sell to the American public the idea that
a structural reorganization of the Army
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Reserve components will achieve greater
economies and tremendous increases in
operational readiness. Historically we
have noted that these changes have, for
practical purposes, resulted in nothing
more significant than a bookkeeping
entry, save perhaps a further reduction
in operational readiness.

As stated in the subcommittee report
in 1962 on Reserve posture, the eritical
requirements for the Reserve program
are trained personrel, equipment and ef-
fective leadership. It is evident that the
Pentagon's repeated plans have failed to
satisfy any of these important require-
ments despite the fact that they have
continued to assure the Congress that
these would result.

The committee therefore has incorpo-
rated in title I of this bill, language
which would require the Secretaries con-
cerned, as well as the Assistant Secretary
of Defense for Reserve Affairs, to insure
that both the personnel and equipment
requirements of units established in the
Ready Reserve be fully satisfied.

It is difficult for me to comprehend why
the Department would choose to oppose
this type of statutory requirement since
it is one which they have given lip service
to for the past 10 years.

Also included in this bill, as title IT, is
language recommended by the Depart-
ment of Defense which would provide
National Guard technicians with a Fed-
eral employee status. This element of
the bill appears not to be contreversial
particularly since it is endorsed by the
Department of Defense.

I will now endeavor to provide the
House with a comprehensive summary of
the principal features of this legislation.

EXPLANATION OF THE BILL
TITLE I—RESERVE FORCES

Title I of the bill would, if enacted,
substantially revise the composition and
administration of the Reserve com-
ponents of the Armed Forces. It has as
its primary objective the establishment
by statute of a Reserve component orga-
nizational structure that will enable
these components to more fully and ef-
fectively meet their mobilization read-
iness requirements as established in the
contingency and war plans approved by
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. As a collateral
objective, this legislation would eliminate
the present uncertainty and instability
of the existing Reserve structure by
establishing its minimum size and com-
position in permanent law.

Briefly, title I would accomplish these
objectives by the following:

First. Revising both the civilian and
military administrative organization of
the Reserve components:

The civilian administrative reorgani-
zation would establish the position of an
“Assistant Secretary of Defense for Re-
serve Affairs” and an “Assistant Secre-
tary for Manpower and Reserve Affairs”
in each of the armed services. Unlike
the present situation the civilian execu-
tives responsible for the Reserve program
will be given appropriate statutory recog-
nition and stature commensurate with
their overall responsibility for the per-
sonnel, material, and operational read-
iness of their respective Reserve com-
ponents.
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The military administrative reorgani-
zation would:

Create by statute the positions of
“Chief, Army Reserve” and “Chief, Air
Force Reserve” comparable to that
presently provided for “Chief of the Na-
tional Guard.”

Revise the composition of the Depart-
ment of Defense Reserve Forces Policy
Board to include the new Secretaries for
Manpower and Reserve Affairs; making
the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Reserve Affairs its permanent chairman;
adding three civilian members represent-
ative of labor, education and industry
and requiring that this Department of
Defense Reserve Forces Policy Board
meet at least once each quarter.

Revise the composition and function-
ing of the Reserve Forces Policy Board of
the Army and Air Force to insure that the
considered views and recommendations
of these boards will accompany any pro-
posed changes in regulations or policy af-
fecting the Reserve components before
they are acted upon by the Chief of Staff
or the Assistant Secretary for Reserve Af-
fairs of the service concerned.

Second. Clarifying the composition of
the Ready Reserve structure by:

Creating a Selected Reserve Force
within the Ready Reserve of each of the
Reserve components. This force would
consist entirely of individuals attached
to drilling units of the Ready Reserve in
a pay status. Today all Ready Reservists
whether in a drill status, in a nonpay
status, or in an inactive status are all
lumped together purely on the basis of
“lability” for call to duty.

Requiring that the personnel strength
of the Selected Reserve Forces in each of
the Reserve components be maintained
at not less than a specified numerical
strength:

Personnel strengths

|
| Belected [ Active

DOD,
Reserve | mobili- | manning
Component proposed { zation |authority
strength, | require- | for fiseal
H.R. | ments! year
17195 | 1967 2
Army Reserve.________. {80000 | it
Army Guard._.____.____| 350,000 | 688,200 i81, 400
Air Reserve.....__.___. 1 51, 000 91, 665 58,311
Afr Guard...._.. S0, 000 99, 275 #0, 901
Naval Reserve. . | 126,000 170, 000 135, 100
Marine Reserve. _..___. 48, 000 9, 801 51, 000
Coast Guard Reserve_ 17,000 | 33,267 16, 750

962, 000 i1,152. 308 | 1,042,462

! Ineludes 100 percent strength for approved DOD
forees plus individual mobilization designees.

: Individuals authorized paid traising in both the
unit and individual program in fiscal year 1967 budget,

Authorizing the Secretary concerned
to establish, reorganize, or deactivate
units in the Selected Reserve force as may
be necessary to conform to changing re-
quirements in contingency and war plans
of the Department as approved by the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary
of Defense.

Third. Charging the Secretary con-
cerned with the statutory responsibility
to provide the personnel, equipment, fa-
cilities, and other logistic support neces-
sary to enable units and Reserves in the
Selected Reserve under his jurisdiction to
meet the mobilization readiness require-
ments preseribed for them by the Joint

|
Totaloo |
|
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Chiefs of Staff in the contingency and
war plans. In connection with this re-
sponsibility, the Secretary would also be
required by law to support units estab-
lished in the Selected Reserve by pro-
curing, issuing, and maintaining supplies
and equipment of combat grade quality
needed for their training; and further-
more, to store and maintain such addi-
tional supplies and equipment of the
same quality as would be required for
mobilization. This new provision in the
law would also prohibit the expenditure
of Reserve appropriations for any pur-
pose other than those for which the
funds were originally appropriated.

Fourth. Adding miscellaneous provi-
sions which would:

Establish the statutory requirements
that all new enlistees in the Reserve en-
listment program—REP—Dbe required to
commence their prescribed period of
active duty for training of 4 months or
more within 180 days after such enlist-
ment.

Provide that individuals enlisted in the
REP program prior to July 1, 1966, who
had not completed an initial period of
active duty for training of 4 months or
more may, under regulations issued by
the Secretary of Defense, be considered
to have completed such training if cer-
tain prescribed minimum periods of an-
nual active duty for training and drill
attendance had been satisfactorily com-
pleted.

Provide the President with authority
to order to active duty involuntarily cer-
tain members of the Ready Reserve.
This provision is explained in detail as
a committee amendment to the bill.

Provide authority to permit the De-
partments to utilize unit vacancy pro-
motion authority to fill essential billets
in Reserve units.

Eliminate existing inequities in the
payment of per diem between Regulars
and Reserves.

Authorize establishment of National
Guard units in the Virgin Islands.

Permit the enlistment of women offi-
cers in the National Guard.

COSTS OF TITLE I

Enactment of the provisions of title I
of this bill should not require any in-
crease in Department of Defense expend-
itures since the language of title I simply
requires, by statute, the same logistic
and equipment support for units in the
Reserve component structure that has
been recommended to the Congress by
the Secretary of Defense and the Joint
Chiefs of Staff.

The mandated personnel strengths
will not result in any increased cost dur-
ing fiscal year 1967 over and above those
already funded by the Congress in the
DOD Appropriation Act for fiscal year
1967 since the mandated strength levels
contained in the bill will not become
effective until July 1, 1967. Also, as
previously mentioned, these strength
levels are the same as those contained in
the Appropriation Act.

Additional costs will result from en-
actment of title I in respect to the
language which provides the same en-
titlement to Reserve personnel as is pres-
ently provided Regular military person-
nel in the matter of per diem eligibility
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when the circumstances are essentially
the same.

The Department advises that based on
the projected strength of the Reserve
components—National Guard strength
is included since members thereof are
normally also members of a Reserve
component—and computed on amounts
currently authorized in the joint travel
regulations for members of active duty,
the enactment of the bill would result in
an increase in the annual budgetary re-
quirements of the Department of De-
fense as follows:

[In thousands]

ATTNY Reparve . e e et $2, 941
Army National Guard...----o.__.. 2, 817
Naval Reserve.—-ou-ccseciccoomccan 3, 876
Marine Corps ReServe......_._.__._. 345
Air Force ReSeIVe oo ccceeee 1,141
Air National Guard. ... 836

O e e s il T 11,956

The Department advises that no funds
for this purpose have been included in
the President’s budget for fiscal year 19617.
However, the Department recommends
enactment of this authority.

TITLE II—NATIONAL GUARD TECHNICIANS

Title II of the bill is concerned with
providing a Federal employee status for
technicians employed by the National
Guard.

At the present time there are 39,533
technicians employed by the National
Guard—22,969 by the Army National
Guard, and 16,564 by the Air National
Guard. All of these technicians are dis-
‘tributed throughout the States, Puerto
Rico, and the District of Columbia. Un-
fortunately, the technician today oc-
cupies a position without legal parallel.
His salary is paid by the Federal Gov-
ernment, yet he is employed by the State
Guard. As a consequence of this unique
situation, he has not been adequately pro-
vided for by either the State or the
Federal Government. The technician
today faces all the job hazards confront-
ing a civilian employee of the Govern-
ment or private industry. However, in
addition the technician is confronted
with the hazard of losing his National
Guard membership by virtue of ill health
or the attritive provision of the Reserve
Officer Personnel Act. With the loss of
his National Guard membership, he then
automatically loses his employment as a
National Guard technician. Conse-
quently, the lack of an adequate retire-
ment and employee benefits program for
National Guard technicians is partic-
ularly inequitable and detrimental to the
desire of the National Guard to maintain
an adequate force of capable and efficient
career employees.

The Congress, and the Committee on
Armed Services, has emphasized the vital
necessity of technicians maintaining a
dual status, i.e., both a ecivilian and mili-
tary status with their National Guard
organization. The committee’s purpose
in this desire is to insure that at such
time as the unit may be mobilized during
a national emergency or a war, the tech-
nicians who provide the nucleus for these
National Guard organizations will be in-
cluded among those ordered to active
duty.




September 21, 1966

The provisions of title IT of H.R. 17195
will clarify the employee status of Na-
tional Guard technicians by making them
Federal employees and this eligible for
the various Federal employee benefits
that will flow from this status.

The bill as reported by the Committee
on Armed Services is identical with a
legislative draft proposal prepared by the
Department of Defense and concurred in
by the Civil Service Commission, the
Bureau of the Budget, and the Presi-
dent’s Cabinet Committee on Federal
Staff Retirement Systems.

The principal features of title II of the
bill are as follows:

First. All National Guard technicians
would become Federal employees.

Second. The adjutant general of each
State may be designated to employ tech-
nicians and administer the program, in
accordance with joint Army-Air Force
regulations to be approved by the Sec-
retary of Defense.

Third. The Secretaries of the Army
and Air Force would continue to desig-
nate the positions and appropriate mili-
tary grades for those requiring National
Guard membership as a continuing con-
dition of employment. These would be
outside the competitive civil service.
All other positions; for example, those
for which females are eligible, would be
within the competitive civil service.

Fourth. All technicians in States which
do not cover them under their State
retirement programs, and all technicians
employed after the effective date of the
legislation, would be covered under the
Federal Civil Service Retirement Act.
Those who are covered by a State re-
tirement program on the effective date,
to the extent permitted by State law,
would be permitted to elect to remain
covered by the local program. If they
do not so elect, they, too, would be
covered by the Federal Civil Service Re-
tirement Act.

Fifth. All technicians, including those
who remained covered by State retire-
ment programs, would be eligible for
Federal group life and health benefits
insurance.

Sixth. All active Federal military serv-
ice would be credited to those who would
become covered by the Federal Civil
Service Retirement Act, except for tech-
nicians entitled to retired pay by reason
of 20 or more years’ active military
duty—title II retirement. All techni-
cians under the Federal Civil Service
Retirement Act would also receive credit
for any prior Federal civil service em-
ployment and all prior technician serv-
ice. No deposit would be required to cov-
er the period of military service. No
deposit would be required for prior tech-
nician service, but if the technician does
not make the deposit—6 percent of his
salary from July 1, 1948-October 31,
1956, 614 percent of his salary there-
after—his annuity would be reduced by
an amount equal to 10 percent of the
unpaid deposits.

Seventh. Under the Federal Civil Serv-
ice Retirement Act, a person may retire
voluntarily at age 62 with 5 years’ serv-
ice, at age 60 with 20 years’ service, or
age 55 with 30 years' service., If sep-
arated involuntarily, he is entitled to an
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immediate annuity at age 50 with 20
years’ service, or with 25 years at any
age. If separated involuntarily, after 5
years of service, lacking eligibility for an
immediate annuity, he is entitled to sev-
erance pay based upon his years of serv-
ice and age. The recently enacted Fed-
eral pay bill permits voluntary retire-
ment at age 55 with 30 years of service,
or at age 60 with 20 years, in both cases
with a full annuity. Those involuntarily
separated would incur no reduction in
annuity for age, except for those below
55. The reduction rate is one-sixth per-
cent per month thereafter for each
month of the member’s age below 55.

Eighth. The Federal Civil Service Re-
tirement Act annuity would be in addi-
tion to “title III retirement,” social se-
curity, and any annuity to which the
technician might be entitled by reason
of participation in a State retirement
program. A technician retired under
“title II" after 20 years of active duty,
although he could not count his military
service for Federal civil service retire-
ment, would be entitled to credit his prior
and future technician service toward a
Federal Civil Service Retirement Act
annuity.

Ninth. Positions would be converted
to the Federal GS—general schedule—
and WB—wage board—system. All
technicians would receive the same or
greater compensation under the conver-
sion. The incumbent of a position which
is downgraded would retain his salary
rate until he vacates the position. Sick
leave, annual leave, military leave, step
level, and time-in-grade step increases
which had been earned would be carried
over.

COSTS OF TITLE
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Tenth., Overtime would be payable at
the same rates as for other Federal em-
ployees. Special authority would be pro-
vided for payment of premium pay on
an annual basis, in leu of overtime, to
those “wage board” technicians assigned
operational duties at air defense sites.

Eleventh. Future and past service of
those technicians who would become
covered by the Federal Civil Service Re-
tirement Act, would be creditable in
other Federal employment covered by
that act. For example, a technician
separated in 1955 and now or hereafter
employed by the Federal Government in
a position covered by the Federal Civil
Service Retirement Act would be entitled
to credit for his technician service be-
fore 1955.

Twelfth. Certain other Federal legis-
lation would automatically become ap-
plicable. For example, the Federal Tort
Claims Act would apply in the event of
an “in scope’” act or omission of a tech-
niecian which results in death, injury,
or property damage to third persons.
The Federal Employees Compensation
Act—workmen’s compensation—would
continue to apply. It would be possible
to utilize technicians as contracting of-
ficers to assist U.S. property and fiscal
officers. Increases in salaries of those
covered by the Classification Act and
those in the wage board category would
be automatic upon any increase in the
compensation of other Federal employees
in the same category.

Thirteenth. The legislation would be
effective on the first day of the first pay
period that begins on or after July 1,
1967.

II—H.R. 17195

Increased cosls for relirement, group life, group health, and overlime, Nalional Guard
technicians

[In millions of dollars]

Program

Fiscal year | Fiseal year | Fiscal year | Fiseal year
1068 1 1970 1971

1. Retirement:
Armtg National Guard. - . - coccoacmmeceoanans
Alr National Guard. . e o eemccaceecccamee e
. Group life insurance:
Army National Guard. ooocem e i
Air National Quard . - oo oL
I1I. Group health benefits:
Army National Guard
Air National Guard .
IV. Overtime:
Arm'g National Guard. -~ - ioceeacecamaarcians,
Alr National Guard.
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Note.—In addition to the future costs reflected above, the amount of increase in the unfunded liability of the civil
service retirement fund, which will result from inclusion of National Guard technicians in the retirement program, is
estimated to be $577,000,000. (Heference: “Report of the Cabinet Committee on Federal Staff Retirement Systems."”)

AMENDMENT
The bill as reported by the Committee
on Armed Services includes three prin-
cipal amendments. These amendments
are as follows:
EXPLANATION OF THE AMENDMENT

The committee made a number of sub-
stantive changes to H.R. 17195 and in
addition numerous technical changes.
As a consequence, and in the interest
of simplicity, the committee directed that

the language bhe rewritten incorporating
the various amendments approved by the
committee.

The principal substantive amendments
incorporated in the bill, as rewritten,
are as follows:

First. The committee included in sec-
tion 105 of the bill new language relat-
ing to the authority of the President to
involuntarily recall to active duty cer-
tain members of the Ready Reserve. The
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language of section 105, as amended,
would in subsection (a), provide the
President with permanent authority to
call to extended active duty those mem-
bers of the Ready Reserve who are not
attached to an organized unit in the
drilling Reserve and who have neither
satisfied their Reserve military obliga-
tion nor have completed a total of 24
months of active duty or active duty for
training.

Simply stated, this would give the
President, after notifying Congress, au-
thority to order to active duty nondrill-
ing reservists in the Reserve pool. It is
estimated that at the present time there
are approximately 64,000 individuals in
this category, of which approximately
51,000 are in the Army Reserve.

Subsection (b) would give the Presi-
dent, after notifying Congress, tempo-
rary authority, until July 1, 1968, to order
to active duty those members of the
Ready Reserve attached to drilling units
who had become such members prior to
July 1, 1966, and who have not received
their minimum training of 4 months or
more in the Reserve enlistment program.

The cutoff date of July 1, 1966, is used
since personnel enlisted in the Reserve
enlistment program after that date
would be regquired by statute—the pro-
visions of clause 10 of H.R. 17195—to be
sent to active duty for training within
180 days.

The language of this subsection would,
therefore, permit the President to order
approximately 133,000 individuals in the
Reserve enlistment program to active
duty.

This language differs significantly
from the Senate amendment to the ap-
propriation bill which was much broader
in scope, and would have authorized the
President to order to active duty an esti-
mated 472,000 of the total 672,000 re-
servists and guardsmen who presently
comprise the organized Army Reserve
components program.

Subsection (¢) stipulates the maxi-
mum period of service as being 24
months.

Subsection (d) provides that in order-
ing these personnel affected to active
duty, appropriate consideration must be
given to family responsibilities; and em-
ployment necessary to maintain the na-
tional health, safety, or interest.

Second. The committee amended the
bill to conform the proposed “average
annual strength” figures in H.R. 17195
to the strength figures approved by the
Congress for fiscal year 1967 in the De-
partment of Defense Appropriation Act.

The net result of this amendment is
to reduce the number of personnel pro-
posed for the receipt of drill pay from
the 1,019,000 figure originally contained
in the bill, to 962,000, a net reduction of
57,000 spaces, The new “average
strength” figures recommended by the
committee in H.R. 17195 would thus con-
form precisely to the “year end strength”
figure funded by the Congress for the
Reserve components.

Third. The committee amended the
bill to provide that the mandated per-
sonnel strengths would not become effec~
tive until July 1, 1967. This change in
the bill will enable the individual Re-
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serve components to more effectively
program and plan to achieve the “aver-
zigne annual strengths” established in the

1t is important to note that the man-
dated strength levels will become effec-
tive immediately after the strength levels
mandated in the fiscal year 1967 Appro-
priation Act lapses. The Department of
Defense fiscal year 1967 appropriation
language does presently include a pro-
vision requiring the Army Reserve to
“attain an average strength of not less
than 260,000 for fiscal year 1967" and
the Army National Guard “to attain an
average strength of not less than 380,-
000 for fiscal year 1967.”

The balance of the changes made by
the committee were basically technical
or minor in nature.

SUMMARY

These are the details of the legislation
brought before you by the Committee
on Armed Services. This bill represents
a great deal of effort on the part of
every member of the committee. It also
represents the thinking and convictions
of dozens of other Members of this body
who have assisted the committee in its
deliberations. I am certain that the
House will give this bill the unanimous
approval that it so richly deserves.

Mr. HALL. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HEBERT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. HALL, The gentleman has made
a very succinet but comprehensive state-
ment. I am in favor of this bill.

In view of the gentleman’s statement
about calling up these reservists who
have not had training or those who have
had inadequate training, most of whom
are in the Army Reserve, will it not still
be necessary, under the so-called Hall
amendment, adopted in the committee,
which is still in the bill, for the President
first to notify the Congress before doing
that?

Mr, HEBERT. That is in the bill as
reported by the committee.

Mr. HALL. That is in the bill?

Mr. HEBERT. Yes, it was the gentle-
man himself who made the motion in
the committee.

Mr. HALL. I just wanted to make it
clear, in view of the recent statement
that the President could call up this
type of reservist.

Mr. HEBERT. In accordance with
the language of the legislation the
President must certify to the Congress
the necessity for using this authority.

Mr, HALIL. I thank the gentleman
for making that a part of the Recorb.

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HEBERT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. NEDZI. As the gentleman knows,
I have been concerned about the man-
dated strengths in the Reserve bill. The
gentleman has not addressed himself to
that particular provision of the bill. I
wonder if the gentleman, who is my dis-
tinguished chairman, could provide us
with the rationale for the 640,000 who
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are mandated to be in the Army Reserve
and National Guard.

Mr. HEBERT. Iam delighted that my
distinguished colleague and a member
of my committee has brought this mat-
ter to my attention. It was merely an
oversight, because this was one of the
most important features of the bill.

Your Committee on Armed Services
carried out the instructions and man-
date of the House. When we took the
floor of the House and asked you to give
the legislative committee the authority
to handle this matter we promised you
we would earry out your instructions.

Members will recall that bill, under
which by a vote of 378 to 3 this body in-
sisted that its own language in the
appropriation bill be retained. So your
committee, in keeping with that man-
date from you, by a vote of 378 to 3—
and the gentleman now on his feet ques-
tioning me voted with the 378—reduced
the original number we had in the bill
on the mandated strength, to corre-
spond to what you told us to do. We
have done exactly that on the 640,000.
We have carried out your will and your
mandate.

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. HEBERT. I yield to the gentle-
man,

Mr. NEDZI. I am certain the gentle-
man is aware that the appropriation act
was temporary legislation, and was go-
ing to last for only 1 year, and that the
present legislation before us is perma-
nent legislation.

At the time we passed that bill there
was an excess over the 640,000 men in
the Reserve Forces, so really we were
not saying very much in the defense
appropriation bill.

I, for one, voted to put it to bed, be-
cause I believed it was important that
the Army, Navy, Air Force, and all the
other Defense Department agencies who
need money to carry on the important
aspects of our national security have
this kind of authorization. It was not
any mandate to any committee to au-
thorize as permanent legislation a re-
serve establishment of 60,000 in excess
of what the testimony before our com-
mittee indicated was necessary.

Mr. HEBERT. I thank the gentleman
for his question.

Now let us see what the facts are. We
have objected continuously and contin-
ually against legislation on appropri-
ation bills. The necessity for using this
method was a case of expediency.

We had no alternative in order to
carry out the mandate of the Congress
and carry out the intention and belief
of the Congress in order to preserve the
Reserve organization strength as we un-
derstand it. Last year the same method
was relied upon and the admonition was
also given by the Committee on Appro-
priations, recognizing the authority of
the legislative committee to come up
with permanent legislation in order to
do away with this piecemeal, year-by-
year trial in the Committee on Appro-
priations. We have done that. I do not
know whether the gentleman accepts it
as a mandate, but I certainly do acecept
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as a mandate the 378-to-3 vote. I
stood in the well of this House on that
particular day before that vote was
taken and made the solemn promise that
if we were given the opportunity on the
legislative committee, that that commit-
tee would come out with a bill. I am
reminded right now of a saying which
goes:

A promise you keep and all night you
sleep. A promise you break and all night
you wake.

I have not had a sleepless night since
I made that promise.

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr, HEBERT. Yes, I yield.

Mr. NEDZI. The gentleman is not ad-
dressing himself to the question I raised;
namely, that in our testimony and the
testimony presented by the Department
of Defense and the Department of the
Army it was pointed out our contingency
war plans have a requirement of only
580,000 reservists. The legislation that
is before the House today calls for
640,000 reservists. I am trying to deter-
mine where this 640,000 figure came
from, because there is no testimony to
that effect in any of our hearings.

Mr. HEBERT, The gentleman is well
aware that a letter from the Assistant
Secretary

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HEBERT. I yield to the chair-
man of the committee.

Mr, RIVERS of South Carolina. The
testimony previously was that 688,000
are required.

Mr. HEBERT. I was just about to
say that. They want 688,000. That is
the testimony.

Mr. NEDZI. Will the gentleman yield
further?

Mr. HEBERT. No. Let me finish, In
explanation of what my chairman just
mentioned, he holds in his hand a docu-
ment from the Assistant Secretary of
Defense mentioning this 688,000 figure.
Now, the gentleman well knows that no-
body in the Department of Defense
speaks except under the authority of the
Secretary of Defense. All of the gen-
erals and all of the admirals and all of
the king’s men and anybody else you
want to name could be brought before
the committee to testify, as the gentle-
man seemed to insist he wanted them to
do, and all they would do is parrot and
echo what is in that one letter. I refused
to waste the time of the committee or
the gentlemen who have important jobs
to do, so I took the letter from this De-
partment. The gentleman knows fur-
ther—and this is nothing new and is no
disparagement of the gentleman—that
in every instance in which we have come
to grips with the Pentagon the gentle-
man has stood alone with the Pentagon
while the entire committee voted the
other way.

Mr, SIKES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HEBERT.
gentleman,

Mr. SIKES. The gentleman from
South Carolina stated the situation as

Yes. I yield to the
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it appeared in our hearings. Even had
there been a lesser number called upon
in the contingency plans or the war plans
than in this bill, it would be still a good
thing to have some flexibility so that fu-
ture war plans which might require a
greater number of reservists could be
accommodated under this bill without
having to come back and amend the bill.

Let me say to the gentleman further
that as a member of the Committee on
Appropriations I am very pleased indeed
to see this action being taken today.
We have had to go through stopgap
legislation on an appropriation bill to
keep the Reserves from being merged and
destroyed. I am very glad indeed to see
action being taken now by the great
Committee on Armed Services which is
permanent legislation and which will re-
flect the will of the House as expressed in
the last 2 years in riders to appropria-
tion bills.

Mr. HEBERT. I concur with the gen-
tleman.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I yield such time
as he may consume to the distinguished
chairman of our Committee on Armed
Services, the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. RIvers].

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr,
Chairman, Congressman HEgBerT, chair-
man of the subcommittee which devel-
oped this legislation, H.R. 17195, has pro-
vided the House with a comprehensive
and detailed description of the various
provisions of the bill. Therefore, I will
not prevail on your time to reemphasize
these details.

On the other hand, I believe it vitally
important that I reemphasize the strong
convictions of the Committee on Armed
Services in respect to this legislation.

The bill as reported by the committee
was given almost unanimous support—
the vote being 34 to 1. This vote, there~
fore, emphasizes the strong views of the
Committee on Armed Services that en-
actment of this legislation into law is
vitally important to the future of our Re-
serve component forces.

Recently, the House resoundingly de-
feated an effort to include in the fiscal
year 1967 Department of Defense Appro-
priations Act legislative language which
would have authorized the President to
involuntarily order to active duty ap-
proximately 472,000 of the 672,000 Army
Reserve personnel attached to units in
the organized Army Reserve and Na-
tional Guard program.

The action of the House in rejecting
this legislative language was prompted
by its unwillingness to buy without de-
bate or committee hearings a legislative
recommendation which would have had
far-reaching implications. At that time,
I told the Members of this body that
there was presently in process a legisla-
tive proposal developed by the Committee
on Armed Services which addressed it-
self to this subject.

The bill before the House today, in sec-
tion 105, includes language which would
permit the President, if he deemed it
necessary, to involuntarily order to ac-
tive duty approximately 190,000 reserv-
ists. As explained to you by my col-
league, the gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr. HEserT], approximately 133,000 of
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this group are individuals presently at-
tached to drilling units in the Army Re-
serve and National Guard who have not
received their minimum period of 4
months or more of active duty training.

The Committee on Armed Services
singled out this group of Reserve person-
nel for possible call to active duty since
their withdrawal from drilling units will
least affect the operational capabilities
and unit integrity of the organization
affected and will permit our Reserve
Forces to share a portion of the burden
of the Vietnam war.

I wish to emphasize that the language
of this provision in section 105 is com-
pletely permissive and does not require
the President to utilize this authority if
he does not consider it essential to the
national security.

I wish also to emphasize that this au-
thority is temporary in nature and will
expire on July 1, 1968.

Although some Members of this body
have raised questions coneerning the wis-
dom of permitting the President to utilize
individuals in units without calling up
the units, apparently they have forgotten
that only a few short years ago the Con-
gress approved President Kennedy's re-
quest for similar authority.

Congress, in 1962, approved the en-
actment of Public Law 87-736 which au-
thorized the President to order both units
and individual members of the Ready
Reserves to active duty for a period not
to exceed 12 consecutive months.

It is evident, therefore, that the Con-
gress has previously given approval to
legislation of this type without insisting
that the utilization of Reserve manpower
be accompanied by the total recall of in-
dividual units.

Our Reserve Forces are established for
the purpose of augmenting the strength
of the Armed Forces during periods of in-
ternational stress such as those confront-
ing our Nation in Vietnam today,

Unfortunately, the law as presently
written precludes the use of our Reserve
components unless the President declares
a national emergency.

All of us realize that under the cir-
cumstances that exist today, it may not
be in the national interest for the Presi-
dent to issue a proclamation declaring a
national emergency. Such a declara-
tion may have a serious and adverse
impact on both our domestic and inter-
national affairs.

Such a declaration triggers into effect
dozens of other laws providing for in-
creased Presidential authority. There-
fore, I can appreciate the President's
reluctance to declare a national emer-
gency for the purpose of being in a posi-
tion to utilize on active duty our Reserve
Component Forces.

On the other hand, no similar re-
straint faces the President in utilizing
the manpower resources available
through the selective service system.
Consequently, the President himself
elected to increase our active forces
strength through utilization of increased
numbers of draftees rather than the call
up of Reserve Forces.

This policy decision by the President,
therefore, dictates that the Congress
must reevaluate its position in respect
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to the circumstances under which the
President, in the future, may utilize our
Reserve Forces.

In light of these facts, I will request
that the Committee on Armed Services,
when it resumes its hearings on possible
changes to the selective service law, in-
clude in those hearings a review of the
desirability of amending the selective
service law in such a fashion as to trigzer
the statutory authority to use our Re-
serve Forces when the input into the
armed services from the draft exceeds a
statutorily prescribed level.

I believe that a change of this kind
may very well preclude, in the future, a
repetition of the present dilemma con-
fronting both the President and the
Congress on future utilization of our
Reserve Forces.

In any event, the provision in this bill
relating to the possible utilization of a
portion of our Reserve manpower is only
a temporary measure. A more perma-
nent resolution of this problem will be
forthcoming when the Committee on
Armed Services reports to the House its
recommended changes in the Selective
Service Act.

I, therefore, hope that this body will
give unanimous approval of H.R. 17195
and thereby endorse the convictions of
the Committee on Armed Services.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield to me at that point?

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Yes,
I yield to my distinguished friend, the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. PucinNskil,
first.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr, Chairman, I cer-
tainly have the highest respect for the
gentleman and the job which he has per-
formed as chairman of the Committee on
Armed Services. However, I am not
sure that I understand this legislation.
Perhaps the gentleman from South
Carolina can clarify this legislation for
me,

As I understand it, the committee is
proposing calling up some 130,000 more
young men who are members of the Re-
serve?

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Buf
who have not had training, for various
Teasons.

Mr. PUCINSKI. The reasons being
that there have not been facilities avail-
able and they have not been called up?

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. That
is what the Defense Department sug-

gests.

Mr. PUCINSKI. They have not been
called up for training? What you are
saying is that these young men can be
called up by the President for a 2-year
period simply because——

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. If he
wants to do that.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Because they have
not been called up for their 6 months’
training? Is that what the gentleman is
saying?

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. You
may put it that way.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Well, now——

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Wait
a minute, now.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

For various reasons the Secretary of
Defense has not made this training
available. If the President wants to uti-
lize these reservists immediately, he
could declare an emergency. He does not
have to call them. The gentleman must
remember that we let President Kennedy
do the same thing, without the require-
ment that he declare a national emer-
gency.

Mr. PUCINSKI. That is what I am
saying. We do not need any legislation
to call these men onto duty for 6 months,
if there are training facilities available?

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. No.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Because the War De-
partment—because the Defense Depart-
ment has a right to assign these young
men who are now members of the Re-
serves to 6 months of active duty, if they
have the facilities in which to train
them; is that correct?

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Yes,
for 4 months of active duty for train-
ing. But that is all.

Mr. PUCINSKI. If I understand your
proposal correctly, and I will support
you on this, what you are here saying is
that a young man who for reasons be-
yond his control has not been called up
for his 6 months’ training now is faced
with the prospect of being called up for
2 years and being sent to Vietnam. But
the young man who is a member of the
Ready Reserve and who has put in his 6
months’ training in active duty, he will
be part of the Reserve component and he
cannot be touched. Is that what you
are saying?

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. I
think I can answer that very succinctly,
but, to be sure that you get it from the
horse’s mouth, I will ask the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. HEgert] to respond
to that.

Mr. HEBERT. Your premise is in
error that the reason we are calling these
people up, or giving the President per-
mission to call them, the reason or the
rationale of calling them is to make avail-
able to the President desirable man-
power and a desirable sharing by the
Reserves in the defense of this country
with those people who have been drafted
and called up.

We have limited their service on the
callup by the President to this particular
group who have given less service to the
Reserve for one reason or the other. We
here give him permission to call up some
60,000 who have had 6 months’ training
but do not drill with a unit and are not
attached to a unit.

We do not tell the President that he
must do this. We tell the President that
these men are available to you in case
you need them. He does not have to do it.

Mr, PUCINSKI. Let me ask this ques-
tion at that point.

Supposing then these 130,000 men who
are scattered through the various Reserve
components and units of the country and
are on the table of organization and do
not have 6 months training, are now
called up by the President and sent down
for some training and then sent off some-
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where, who will fill the vacancies created
in the organizations?

Mr. HEBERT. There is no problem
there at all. Those vacancies will be
filled the quickest you have ever seen in
your life.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Are we not propos-
ing a double standard then?

Mr. HEBERT. No, we are not.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Are we not discrimi-
nating in some programs if you are going
to have a Reserve and you need man-
power, why do you not call up a trained
unit?

Mr. HEBERT. That is up to the Pres-
ident. He can do it. But I am telling
you that by this we are not discriminat-
ing. Instead we are equalizing and shar-
ing the burden between the young men of
this country who have been called up in
the draft and the young men who have
taken advantage of the law—which the
Congress gave them the right to do—and
who for some reason have not been
trained.

But in the bill we recognize the fault
and the failure of the Defense Depart-
ment to train these young men. We
recognize that. The bill provides that
anybody enlisting in the 6-month pro-
gram after July 1, 1966, must be trained
within 180 days.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. That
is correct.

Mr. HEBERT. We are going to make
the Defense Department do it.

Mr. PUCINSKI. I think you have a
very good amendment, but I do not
understand the other amendment.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Now,
at the same time, in addition to this, we
are telling the President, “Don’t you
touch that trained person in that unit.
If you want to touch him, you must call
up the unit.”

The President can call up 190,000 of
these young men if he wants to, but he
cannot touch the others unless he calls
up the units. We are retaining the
operational capability and unit integrity
of the Reserve and the National Guard.

Mr. PUCINSKI. I thank the gentle-
man for his very excellent explanation.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. I
yield to the gentleman.

Mr, JONES of Alabama. Mr, Chair-
man, the distinguished chairman of the
committee touched on a point I wanted
to raise after the conclusion of his col-
loquy with the gentleman from Illinois.
The adjutant general of my State is
worried for fear there is legislation pro-
posed here which will permit the can-
nibalization of the National Guard units.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Not
under this bill.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Isthereany-
thing in this bill that would enable the
President to call an individual member
of the National Guard units?

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Not
if he is trained and assigned to a unit,
with the safeguards that the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. HEserr] has fold us
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about, if he has had the training and if
he is assigned to a unit, he cannot touch
him unless he calls up the unit.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Then they
apparently are not going to call up the
National Guard units as units at the
moment,

Take the case of John Smith who is a
member of the regular National Guard
unit and trains with that unit regularly,
is he subject to call up individually out
of that National Guard unit?

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. No;
not under the bill, he cannot be touched.
He cannot be called up.

I want to say this. As I said in the
beginning, this is a vital piece of legis-
lation for a group of patriotic young men
willing to serve this country in an
emergency.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Of
course I yield to the gentleman from
Illinois.

Mr. YATES. With respect to the pool
of young men who are in the Reserve
and who have not yet been trained, is
there authority given in this bill to take
those young men and to send them into
the armed services to active duty with-
out an opportunity for training?

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Oh,
no, they must have the training, the same
as everyone else.

Mr., YATES. 1Is there a provision in
the bill to that effect?

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. That
is the law now. They go through the
training the same as any other draftee.

Mr. YATES. That is true under the
selective service law, but what would
be the procedure for training these young
men?

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. They
have to train them. They cannot send
them off without training.

Mr. YATES. That is the law under
the Selective Service Act?

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Yes.

Mr. YATES. Does the act pertain to
the Reserve?

Mr. HEBERT. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. I
yield to the gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr, HEBERT. It also pertains to the
policy and the minimum amount of
training necessary before an individual
can be sent into ecombat.

Mr. YATES. No matter whether the
individual is in the Reserve or not.
Mr. HEBERT. That is correct.
Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Iam
glad to yield to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. What
would happen to the Reserve units, for
example, Air Force units, that have al-
ready been marked to be disbanded, and
the order has been made? Would they
be affected under this legislation and
reinstated?

What would happen?
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Mr, HEBERT. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. I
vield to the gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. HEBERT. The language In the
appropriation bill protects those individ-
uals in their units. The money is there.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. It pro-
tects the units so the unit will not be dis-
banded?

Mr. HEBERT. In other words, the
unit would not be destroyed.

Mr, SIKES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Be-
fore I yield to the gentleman from Flor-
ida I would like to say that there is no
more knowledgeable man in this Con-
gress than the distinguished gentleman
from Florida [Mr. Smesl. He is a long-
time reservist who has followed the for-
tunes of both of these Reserve com-
ponents. He has helped us immeasur-
ably, and I am delighted to yield to him,

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I believe I
can cast some additional light on the
question of the three National Guard air
units scheduled for deactivation.

These units have been serving. In
their spare time they have done mag-
nificent work in helping the war effort
in Vietnam. They are needed. As they
were scheduled to be deactivated, in the
defense appropriations bill, which has
passed both Houses and which is now in
conference, language was provided con-
tinuing these units and providing the
money for them.

Of course, that cannot make it man-
datory that they be kept, but we have
since been informed that, recognizing it
is the desire of Congress that this be
done and recognizing their invaluable
service to the Nation and to the war
effort, it is planned to keep them in
operation.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, one further point on the
power that is given to the President to
call up the Reserves: Is there any limit
or condition on the length of time? How
long will it endure? Will it be a perma-
nent peacetime power?

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. I
yield to the gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. HEBERT. Existing law permits
the President to call a million men for
a maximum of 2 years' service if he de-
clares a national emergency.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Is
there any limit on his right to eall up?
Does he have to give any reason?

Mr. HEBERT. The limited authority
under this bill to call up 190,000 men ex-
pires in 1968.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. The
President simply advises the Congress of
the necessity to utilize this authority?

Mr. HEBERT. That is correct. I
think in the area about which you speak,
the temporary extension of time to July
1, 1968, perhaps my chairman would like
to address himself at this particular time
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to the proposed consideration of a pos-
sible change in the draft law. This falls
right into what you say.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. This
is the Hall committee amendment?

Mr. HEBERT. No.

Mr. RIVERS of South Caroclina. We
are going to address ourselves to what
you said when we rewrite the Draft Act
next year on what the President may do.
But he can call up the Reserves in an
emergency without assistance from Con-
gress, just as we gave the authority to
President Kennedy.

I want to say this. I am glad you
brought it up in the light of what we
have been discussing. When we resume
our hearings on the extension of the
selective service law, I am going to rec-
ommend that the committee consider the
desirability of amending the selective
service law in such a fashion as to trig-
ger the statutory authority to use our
Reserve Forces when the input into the
armed services from the draft exceeds
a statutorily prescribed level.

Then we will know exactly where we
stand. Remember, under the draft law,
the sky is the limit for the President.
Many of the complaints that are brought
to the Members of this House, the Presi-
dent can change by a stroke of the pen.
He can assign priorities, as, for instance,
in the case of married people. The Presi-
dent has unlimited power under the
draft laws to do that.

I believe the complaints we hear about
the Secretaries running these boards and
about the part-time students and all
these things, we are going to clear up
in the extension of this law. There are
a lot of things we will try to do when
that law comes up for review next year.

Mr. YATES. It is stated, is it not,
those not in the Reserve and who have
not received training will be given train-
ing under the existing law? If this is
true, why do we not require that train-
ing be given to these boys now and retain
them in the Reserves?

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Be-
cause it is left to the discretion of the
Secretary. He claims he does not have
the manpower. He claims a million
things.

Mr., YATES. What we are doing is
taking boys who have been in the Re-
serve and have not been trained.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. This
is the reason this bill is brought to the
floor tonight. If the Secretary of De-
fense observed the desire of Congress in
respect to the training of our Reserve
Forces, this bill would not be necessary.

Mr. YATES. Is the gentleman saying
that the Secretary of Defense can train
these boys under the selective service law
%t cannot train them under the Reserve

w?

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. He
can train them under the Reserve law.
That is what I am telling the gentleman.

Mr. YATES. Why do we not require
him to train them under the Reserve
law?

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. This
is the reason we are asking for the pas-
sage of this bill.
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Mr. YATES. But we are not going to
train them, as I understand it.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. We
are going to train £ number, and he can-
not touch them and make a joke out of
this by taking these people.

Mr. YATES. What the gentleman is
saying is that it puts the young man in
the middle, between the draft board and
the Secretary of Defense. Why can we
not require the Secretary of Defense to
train the people in the draft?

Mr. HEBERT. That is what we are
trying to do.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Iam
pleased to yield to the gentleman from
Florida.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Chairman, I have
had inquiry from some young men who
are in the Ready Reserve and who period-
ically report to some outfit, I mean some
unit of which they are part, but they are
in college and they want to know wheth-
er under this bill, if it passes they will
be taken out of the category of the young
men who are in college now, and appar-
ently will be permitted to remain there,
or whether they will be called up?

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Iam
sure I can answer, but would Mr. HE-
BERT like to take this question?

Are they assigned to a unit?

Mr. PEPPER. Yes. They report pe-
riodically to a unit.

Mr, HEBERT., If these individuals
have a minimum of 4 months of train-
ing and are attached to a unit, they are
immune from being called up as long as
they attend their drills, as long as they
fulfill their obligations. They cannot
be touched as individuals.

Mr. PEPPER. But do they have
training other than this periodic report-
ing to their units?

Mr. HEBERT. They have had a mini-
mum of 4 months. We can call it 6
months. If they keep current with their
obligations, they cannot be called up.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
Bravyl.

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 17195. As the ranking
minority member of the subcommitiee
which drafted this legislation, I was
privileged to participate in all of the
hearings which preceded development of
the legislation before us today.

In my opinion, the very future of our
Reserve component structure rests on
the action which the Congress will take
on this bill.

Congress, through the years, has given
generous financial support to the Re-
serve program. Each year there is in-
cluded in the Department of Defense
Appropriation Aet funds approximating
$2 billion in support of these forces.
Surely, with this type of financial sup-
port, the Congress and the taxpayers of
America have a right to expect that their
Reserve component structure is one fully
capable of satisfying the mobilization re-
quirements established for it by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff.
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Unfortunately, this is not true. Our
Army Reserve Forces today, except for a
few selected Reserve units, are woefully
incapable of meeting the readiness re-
quirements established by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff.

The Congress has been repeatedly re-
assured that a variety of changes in units
of the Reserve components would over-
come the obvious lack of readiness in
these units. Alas, these assurances were
without foundation.

The Department of Defense and par-
ticularly its civilian executives have only
given lipservice to these assurances.
The lack of Reserve readiness is directly
the result of the failure of the Pentagon
to discharge its duties and responsibili-
ties. Therefore, it is evident that Con-
gress must exercise its constitutional au-
thority “to raise armies’” and stipulate in
the statutory requirements that they will
and must be met.

The bill before you today has received
the enthusiastic endorsement of every
veterans and service organization di-
rectly interested in our national security
program.

Even the Department of Defense has
reluctantly acknowledged the desirabil-
ity of many of the provisions in this bill.
Yet, for some unexplained reason, the
Department refuses to endorse this leg-
islation despite the fact that its provi-
sions would simply put into law the very
same assurances the Congress has been
given by the executive branch.

This legislation does not dictate the
unit structure of the Reserve compo-
nents. It specifically provides that the
unit structure of the Reserve compo-
nents will be that required by our con-
tingency and war plans,

This legislation does not require the
Department to spend 1 penny for equip-
ment and facilities which are not re-
quired in our war and contingency plans.
It simply requires that once a unit is
established, that it be properly sup-
ported by the Secretary of the service
concerned with personnel, equipment,
and facilities both for training and ulti-
mately for mobilization.

I should like to remind our friends in
the Pentagon that the Congress and the
taxpayers of America have a right to
expect an efficiently organized and
administered Reserve component pro-
gram.

This legislation will serve that objec-
tive and give direction and leadership to
the thousands of young Americans who,
for no selfish reason, are dedicated to
the defense of our country.

To illustrate the importance of our
Reserve Forces I will include in the
Recorp at this point, a brief summary of
the utilization of these forces since
World War II:

RESERVE CALLS TO ACTIVE FEDERAL SERVICE—
WorLp War II To DATE
1. Korean call up: 1 Jul 50-26 Jul 53.
Authorized by Presidential Proclamation

No. 2014 of 16 December 1950 in which Presi-
dent Truman proclaimed the existence of a
national emergency.

Reservists were called to active duty for a
period of 24 months under the provisions of
this proclamation.
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Reservists called to
Component: Active duty

Army National Guard. ... 139, 000
Army Reserves 244, 300
Navy Reserves. . .- .. _______ 274, 563
Marine Corps Reserves___________ 98, 220
Alr National Guard. - ccccacaaaoo 46, 413
Alr Force Reserves - ... 135, 874
A T T )T D R 938, 379

2. Little Rock, Ark., call up: 24 Bep 57-29
May 58.

Authorized by (President Eisenhower)
Exec. Order 10730 of 23 Sep 57.

Called to active duty: 9,873 Off & EM.

Ark. Army Nat'l Guard.

Ark, Air Nat'l Guard.

Released from active duty 10 Nov 57—
8,973 Off & EM.

Retained on active duty till 20 May 58—
800 Off & EM.

3. Berlin call up: 1 Oct 61-31 Aug 62.

Authorized by Joint Resolution (PL B7-
117) of 1 Aug 1961.

(Authorized President to call 250,000
Ready Reservists to active duty for one year;
as units or individuals.)

Called to active duty 1 Oct-1 Nov 61:

Total 155, 800

¥ N R S e S e 119, 622

oy e R N e S e e e 8,357

TRRNE CUIOY D, o e e AT 0

Alr POree...ccacoaas 27, 821
Reported and served 1 Oct 61-31 Aug 62:

i ko MR R e e 147, B49

Army (ARes 45,830; ARNG 67,424) .- 113, 264

Navy e )
Marine COrps_ oo e 0
Alr Force (AFR 3,187; ANG 23,388) _ 26,575

(94,200 of Jt Res quota of 250,000 spaces
not used.) All Released by 31 Aug 1962.

4. Oxford, Miss., call-up: 30 Sep 62-23 Oct
62.
Authorized by President Kennedy (Exec.
Order 11053 of 30 Sep 62 (Sec.3)).

Called to active duty: Miss. Guard, 10,927.

Miss., Army Nat'l Guard, 9,804 Off & EM,
122 units; 946 Off & War Off; 8,948 EM.

Miss, Air Nat'l Guard, 1,033 Off & EM, 4
units, Source, Nat’l Guard Bureau Fact
Bheets and Press Releases.

5. Cuban call-up: 27 Oct 62-1 Nov 62.

Authorized by Joint Resolution (PL 87-
736) of 8 Oct 1962,

(Authorized President to call 150,000
Ready Reservists for 12 months.)

Called to active duty, 27 Oct 62:
AR e R e 14, 200

Reported (in 9 hrs) and served, 27 Oct 62:
AFRes (Off 2,101; EM 11,924) ... 14, 025

Released 21 Nov 1962.

6. Tuscaloosa, Ala., call-up: 11 Jun 63-11
Jul 63.

Authorized by President Kennedy (Exec.
Order 11111 of 11 Jun 63).

Called to active duty: Alabama Nat'l
Guard, 16, 463.

Ala. Army Nat'l Guard, 14, 435, 154 units;
1,340 Off & WO; 13,095 EM.

Ala. Air Nat'l Guard: 2,028 Off & EM, 17
units.

7. Integration of Public Schools, Ala., call-
up: 10-14 Sep 63.

Authorized by Exec. Order 11118 of 10
Sep 63,

Called to active duty: Ala. Army Nat'l
Guard and Air Nat'l Guard—called to Active
Duty but held in their armories on standby
for the four-day perlod involved.

8. Selma, Ala., call-up: 20-20 Mar 65.

Authorized by President Johnson (Exec.
Order 11207 of 20 Mar 65).

Called to Active Duty: Ala. ARNG, Ala,
AirNG, total, 4,000 Off & EM.
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Summary of use of State mililary forces in civil disturbances since World War IT
Date Place Nature of disturbance Control of troops Number of troops
Bept. 20 to Oct R | et | L D R e Tndustrial dispute 1,480 National Guard.
Feb. 946" "____| Columbia, Tenn. . Race riot 775 National Guard.
Aug. 4-—0. 1048_. ille, Ind lustrial dispute About 1,000 National Guard.
[ tol 1047 A.H ........ do. TUnknown.
May 14-22, 1048 -l - 8t. Pw:l and Newport, Minn. .. do. 2,500 National Gfusld
May 19, 1048 __ Waterloo, Towa, do. 1,000 National G
Oct, 30, 1048_ -| Loudon, enn i Threat to local sheriff About mNat:onul Guard.
July 19, 1949 Grovel -| Raeial disturbance....._.......... o 200 N 1 Guard,
May 19, 1950_ South Amfwy. Disturit:;mes following natural 400 National Guard.
May 29, 1950 _ ... Morristown, Tenn._..__._____... Industrial dispute.. L [ R Ol S 300 National Guard.
Oct. 30 to Nov. 6, 1950__ | Puerto Rico___ Uprlsiruz 1 government. ... “Territorial government._.____ About 5,000 National Guard,
July 12-17, 1851 oo ;1 o i 1 | B O R SSENR R ST riot__ {712 R R SRR 500 National Guard.
Apr. :m—za;, O R LI Jackson, Mich. - _________ Prison riot__ e I do. 3 &unl;\;;_ngonni Guard (others on
L T T O R SR el Columbis, Mo. —eooo (ol vt o ) SR N MU YL o do About 100 National Guard.
Oet, 31 to ‘\F{:W 6, 1062 20 Columbus, Ohio_ oo R I e v cari do. ---.| T00 National Guard.
June 18, 1054 to Jan. 19, 1955__. Phenix City, Ala_ __ .| Crisis in law enforcement. _..._... 0 e eee e ADout 500 National Guard.
Bept. 23, 1054____ Jefferson City, Mo, Prison riot. ... T Unknown,
Oct. 11-12, 1954 Sioux Falls, 8. D do. 0. ~Z7| 120 National Guard.
Aug. 16-21, 1955 Lineoln, NebrZ________________|.___. e e e LSS SRR 0. --| About 300 National Guard,
Aug. 27-31, 1956 Whiting, Ind... Dlstm‘%:rnms following natural 0. 200 National Guard,
Bept. 9, 3080 .~ Loo i ] Gullport, Miss. .o oo Crisis in law enfor 0. -| 40 National Guard.
Oct. 5-20, 1055, i oiee e e New Csstle. Ind.. Iudustrhl dispute_ . 0. 1,000 National Guard,
Jan. 11-14, 1956_ . + 3 [ 0. =24 816 National Guard.
Feb, 26-27, 1956 ____________ .l Daytons Beach, ¥i 'l‘mns riot__ 0. About 200 National Guard,
Sept. 2-11, 1956_. Clinton, Tonm..c. - s nennm e E-ehno integration crisis. ... o, 600 National Guard.
Bept. 5-11, 1088, . ______ __ _____ .. Bin o e e T iy e i e do 200 National Guard.
t, 12-22, 1958 Clay, Ky d el do. 300 National Guard,
................... Pozrxmouth T R T Industrial dispute fe et do 76 National Guard,
Bept. 220, Y057 e e e ommnmecian Lir.l.le Rock, Ark integr erisis. .. 0 280 National Guard.
Bept, 24, 1957 to May 29, 1958 do... SRR T SRR SRR T TR R 10,000 National Guard called to
Pederal service. 1,800 National
Guard utilized.
RO T A0 e Deer Lodge, Mont 200 National Guard.
Apr. 24toMay 1950 ________._.___ H i e 2, National da
June 4-25, 1 Tend 0. 305 National Guard (Afr),
Dee. 10, 1950 to Jan. 4, 1960 ____. Albert Lea, Minn ____________"__ 275 National Gual
TRE A 4000 =T s e e Newport, R.I bunt 500 National Guard; 50
May 14-29, 1961 ... _........| Anniston, Birmingham, Mont- | Racial distorbance (Freedom |_.._ T RIS R L sw National Guard,
gomery, Ala. Riders).
Ansustm Nashvitle, Tenn _____.___...... | Prismriot ... . ___.. do.__ 20 N nard.
e K d'.(lm, Ydalio. Teenage riof do___ 25 National Guard,
Dee 14 ................ s AThany, Ga. -_ocooain -t Racial disturbance (civil rights)...| __..do._ . ... ... 160 National Guard.
Bept. 86 1%2 to July 24, 1063 Oxford, Miss .................... University integration crisis. .| Federal ... ... __ 12,000 Active Arma‘, 2,700 federal-
ized National
20,600 Active and 10,400
Federal Naf at
time available for service.
Oct. 13 to Nov. 4, 1062 oo Natchez, Miss_ .o o coeee e occao o] “Operation Chlorine”—Potential | Btate .. -oovomcommoamaeaaaa| 7y Army and Air National
danger from 4 tanks of chlorine
gas sunk inriver.
Jume 11 40 Nov. 20,1968 . Tuscaloosa and Huntsville, Ala.| University integration crisis_ ... ) R L et it S 4,000 National

Camberidge, Md...........

Washington, D.C.

Raeial disturbance (civil rights) __| State_______
Civlil rights demonstration.

District of é:)"hﬁ;ﬂ;

ia Com-

16,000 mobilized.
Guard on duty after 3 days only
300 on duty by September.

500 National Guard.

2,000 National Guard: 4,000 Active
Army slerted.

16,000 National Guard mobilized;
about 400 National Guard on

armories,

1
900 National Guard.

1,300 National Guard.

Entire iﬁndbma National Guard

mohil
8,674 National Guard.
2,200 National Guard,
600 National Guard.
883 National Guard.

*| 4,074 National Guard.

1,771 National Guard.
575 National Guard.

mission
BeplioI008 - L e o il Birmingham, Mobile, and Tus- | School integration crisis........._| State; then Federal ...
kegee, Ala,
Mar, 27 to Apr. 15, 1964_ ..o oo Anchorage and Kodiak, Alaska_| Earthquake and tidal wave.
May 28,1908 . ... ... Hillsdale, Mich Industrial dispute.
July 26-28, 1964 Rocl N - S
. 20 to Apr. 3, 1965. Belma to Montgomer Civil rlghts demonstration. .. ...
Aug. 13-22, - - R PR e Los Angeles, Calif . . .| Watts race riot. _
ng 22, 1965 d.n-iugﬂald Mass_ -} Civil rigj;s demonstration_ _______
t. 3-6, 1965. tehez, Miss___ turbance (civil rights) -
T 4—-6,1088 Omaha, Nebr_ e By
J'uly 15—10, 1966 Chieago, Y. ___.___. . . __._ ..} Fillmoreraseriot_________________
July 16-31, 1966 Clave aud Oh
Aug. 1 Wanw , Wig____
Aus 3l to Sep‘l. .| Benton Harbor, Mich
Bept. 1-7, 1966 _ .| Dayton, Ohlo...__. Race riot
Sept. 4, 1966___._._____ Chicago, T .| Civil rights demonslmtlou and
racial disturbance,

2,850 National (,umi

Mr. BRAY. Mr, Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the

gentleman from Massachusetts

Bares].

[Mr.

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 17195. As one of the
members of the subcommittee which
drafted this legislation, I would like to
make clear to the Members of this body
the fact that the mandated personnel
strength included in this legislation is a
proper discharge of the constitutional
responsibilities of the Congress.

Article I, section 8, clauses 11, 12, 13,

and 14, of the Constitution
States specifically reserves

of the United
to the Con-

gress the responsibility, among other

things, “to raise and support armies, to
provide and maintain a navy.” These
powers were not inserted in the Consti-
tution for the purpose of endowing the
National Government with power to do
these things, but rather to designate the
department of Government which should
exercise such powers. Moreover, they
permit Congress to take measures essen-
tial to the national defense in time of
peace as well as during a period of actual
conflict.

As a consequence of this authority, the
Congress has from time to time exercised
this constitutional responsibility in es-
tablishing the “military policy of the
Nation” as regards the authorized per-

sonnel strengths of the Armed Forces.
See sections 3221, 3224, and 5013 of title
10, United States Code.

Section 62 of the National Defense Act
of 1916 (39 Stat. 198) specifically estab-
lished a mandatory strength for the Na-
tional Guard. Among other things, the
language of section 62 provided that
there shall be “a total peace strength of
not less than 800 enlisted men for each
Senator and each Representative in
Congress.”

The Congress, in Public Law 82-416—
section 5013 of title 10, United States
Code—stated that the Marine Corps
shall consist of not less than three com-
bat divisions and three air wings.

This
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mandate was observed by President
Truman after legislation had been signed
into law.

Apropos the foregoing legislative
precedents for the establishment of
minimum personnel strengths in the
Armed Forces, Secretary of Defense Mc-
Namara, in appearing before the House
Armed Services Committee on Monday,
February 22, 1965, conceded the right of
Congress to establish minimum person-
nel strengths in the Reserve Forces.
Among other things, Mr. McNamara
said:

The legislative authority is very clear. It
says 700,000 men for '65. Now if you want
700,000 men for '66, you have the right under
the constitution to write that into the legis~
lation. And frankly, we have no redress.

It is abundantly clear that the right
of Congress to provide a floor on the
personel strengths of the Reserve com-
ponents is clear and unequivocal. The
strengths prescribed in this legislation
are precisely those mandated by the
Congress in the Department of De-
fense Fiscal Act for fiscal year 1967.

These strengths will go into effect
immediately after the statutory Ilan-
guage in the Appropriations Act lapses
on July 1, 1967.

Congress must reassert its role and
exercise its responsibility with the ex-
ecutive branch in establishing its Armed
Forces. This legislation is only a small
step forward in that direction but it
symbolizes, in my mind, the determina-
tion of Congress to once again become an
equal partner with the Department of
Defense in our national security.

‘We have come to the end of that era in
which the Congress has, by default, per-
mitted the executive branch to arbitrar-
ily take action in respect to our Armed
Forces without regard to the wishes and
desires of the American people.

This legislation is, therefore, a mile-
stone in the history of the Congress and
one in which each of you will have par-
ticipated by your endorsement of H.R.
17195.

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. PIRNIE].

Mr. PIRNIE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of HR. 17195. As a member of
the subcommittee which drafted this
legislation, I want to emphasize two as-
pects of the bill which are of particular
importance.

First, it should be noted that the right
of Congress to provide a floor on the per-
sonnel strengths of the Reserve compo-
nents is clear and unequivocal. How-
ever, title I does much more than set the
minimum levels of personnel strengths.
It provides for substantial revision of the
composition and administration of the
Reserves, thereby enabling the compo-
nents to move fully and effectively to
meet their mobilization readiness re-
quirements as established in the contin-
gency and war plans approved by the
Joint Chiefs of Staff. This will insure
the continued strength and growth of
our Reserve forces as an essential ele-
ment in our overall defense structure.

In addition, I am particularly pleased
about title IT since I was one of the early
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sponsors of the original measure de-
signed to clarify the status of the Na-
tional Guard technicians.

A little less than 2 years ago it was
brought to my attention that individuals
in my congressional district and thou-
sands of others throughout the land did
not know for whom they were working.
They were then, and still are, civilian
technicians engaged by the National
Guard. As such, they occupy a most un-
usual position. Though the Federal
Government pays their salaries and
the State government limits their activi-
ties, both disown them.

The States have maintained that these
full-time workers are Federal employees
and the Federal Government has re-
peatedly insisted the are State em-
ployees. To further confuse the issue,
State courts have backed the States and
the Federal courts have sustained the
position of the Federal Government.
Thus, over 39,000 dedicated men have
left in a virtual “no man’s land” of public
employment. They are, in fact, “or-
phans” in every sense of the word.

As a consequence of this vague status,
the civilian technician has not been ade-
quately provided for by either State or
Federal Government. For the most part
they have no pension, sick leave, retire-
ment, or compensation benefits. By way
of contrast, they do have a mandatory
retirement age of 60 and only since 1953
have they been covered by social security.
The technician today faces all the job
hazards confronting a civilian employee
of the Government or private industry.
However, in addition, the technician may
lose his National Guard membership by
virtue of ill health or inability to pass a
physical. If this happens, he automat-
ically loses his civilian employment as a
technician.

This is not a pleasant picture and it
should not be allowed to remain on the
scene any longer. Fortunately, the bill
we are presently considering will rectify
the situation.

Briefly, title IT would classify National
Guard technicians as Federal employees.
They would be made eligible for Federal
group life and health benefits insurance
as well as Federal civil service retirement
benefits. Their positions would be con-
verted to the Federal GS—general sched-
ule—and WB—wage board—system at
the same or greater compensation. Sick
leave, annual leave, military leave, step
level, and time-in-grade increases which
had been earned would be carried over.
In addition, most other Federal em-
ployee benefits would become applicable.

I might add that besides the Depart-
ment of Defense's endorsement of this
provision, it has the support of the Na-
tional Governor’s Conference and various
service-oriented interest groups.

Mr. Chairman, I have described in some
detail inequities in the present law
with regard to the National Guard tech-
nicians. These men have served their
country faithfully for decades not only as
civilian employees but as fighting men
as well. They ask no special category,
no special treatment, no preference be-
fore the law. They simply seek recogni-
tion and a classification similar to that of
their civil service brethren, This bill will
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provide just that. I urge my colleagues
to support it.

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. MATHIAS].

Mr, MATHIAS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the bill.

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, I have no
further requests for time.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Florida [Mr, Sixkes].

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this measure.

Mr. Chairman, I have spoken many
times on this subject and on the need for
this legislation. A bill of rights for the
Reserves is necessary in order to clear
the atmosphere of confusion and uncer-
tainty which exists today on the training
and utilization of the Nation's Reserve
Forces. A very great deal of credit is
due the distinguished gentleman from
Louisiana [Mr. HEBerT], under whose
leadership the bill was written and to his
subcommittee which has brought the bill
to the floor. They are rendering a dis-
tinet service to the defense of America
and the Congress can indeed be grateful
for the vital and vigorous leadership
which has produced the measure now
before us.

This bill is all that is ascribed to it in
its title and more. If will remain, if en-
acted—and I do not doubt that it will
be—a lasting monument to the fair-
minded and patriotic judgment of this
committee and its chairman and a per-
petual tribute to the service of each in
the Congress.

A great many bills are introduced in
each Congress, and the number carried
by this one attests to that fact. Most of
them are born to be forgotten. But 1
am convinced that few bills under con-
sideration by the Congress today have
greater significance than this one, which
historically will bear the name of the
distinguished chairman of this subcom-
mittee. I say this not only because of its
bearing upon the national security pos-
ture of our country, but because it will
represent a milestone in the long jour-
ney of our Government along the path
of constitutional government—a govern-
ment of laws and not of men.

A number of us here today were in
Congress in 1952 when the Reserve
Forces Act was passed. It has been
amended several times as important new
facts were brought to mind and because
of the lessons of Korea and Vietnam.
By the same token, your committee now
proposes to write into law not just your
own views, but a compilation of the ex-
perience and wisdom of our military and
legislative leaders gained in the field of
the Reserve programs. I consider that
it is an outstanding piece of legislation.
It is fair, sensible, and right. And it is
timely. It will prevent a set-aside—at
least in part—of the Reserve Forces Act.
The Congress should not delay its en-
actment.

Of transcendent importance is the fact
that the principal thrust of this legisla-
tion is to guarantee strong backup forces
for our regular services. For that rea-
son its enactment obviously is in the na-
tional interest. We want Reserve com-
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ponents for all the Regular Forces which
are numerically powerful, well-trained,
fully equipped, conscientiously support-
ed and capably commanded. This bill
moves positively in that direction.

To my surprise, I hear that this meas-
ure is looked upon with less than en-
thusiasm in the Pentagon. This is
astonishing. We all seek a strong de-
fense. We all serve under the same flag.
We should be able to join in support of
such a meritorious bill. I would hope
that its very simplicity, its commonsense,
its historic soundness do not work to
make it unattractive in some quarters.
The modern concept of legislation all too
often is something vague and indefinite,
incapable of interpretation, but which
the departments and the courts later can
twist to their own purposes. This is not
such a bill.

It is a simple bill. It prescribes that
certain minimum strengths which are
modest, must be maintained in all the
Reserves and that these Reserve com-
ponents have high level management,
that they be properly encouraged, given
adequate leadership and equipment with
which to go about their missions.

Why then should anyone oppose this
bill? In the long run it will save money.
It will provide needed military training
for thousands of young men. It will add
an important element of discipline for
those same young men. It will, most
importantly, give our Nation added as-
surance of an adequate military defense
in time of danger. As a member of the
House committee which provides appro-
priations for the military services, I am
one of a small group which for the past
2 years was wrestled directly with the
problem of insuring the continuation of
the Reserves. You have had the same
experience. We examined the 1964 re-
alinement program and we found it
wanting. When it was proposed that the
so-called Reserve and National Guard
merger be brought about without legis-
lative authority, we rejected that pro-
posal. We in the Appropriations Com-
mittee believe that action such as this
should be based upon the passage of leg-
islation as, in fact, the statutes specify.
The same proposal for merger was re-
jected again in 1966. In each instance
our action was endorsed by the House
and by the Senate. This should not go
on indefinitely. This uncertainty is pro-
ducing a chaotic condition within the
Reserves which is highly injurious to
morale and to efficiency. There has
been a drawdown from the Reserves
even of the tardily supplied and inade-
quate equipment which they possessed.
They need some certainty for the future.
They need to know that their goals are
positive and reachable goals, spelled out
in the law of the land. This will not be
true until there is legislation such as this
bill which you now consider.

Now let me touch on a question which
has been raised regarding the ability of
the services to train those needed for the
Reserve components specified in this bill.
In the main, these are the so-called un-
trained pool of reservists who are in the
Army backlog. I consider the solution of
this problem quite simple. All that is re-
quired is to expand the existing training
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base or keep open one of those slated for
closure, or reactivate a base which pre-
viously has been closed., Where there is
a need for trainees, this need can be met
very simply and promptly by calling up
some of the thousands of officers and men
of the already trained Reserve Forces for
this purpose. There are many who want
to serve.

It is as simple as that. All that is
needed is the will to carry forward the
program. There is no real or costly dif-
ficulty involved.

But before I leave the subject, let me
point to the fact that those in the so-
called untrained Reserve actually are
being given training—in their Reserve
centers—by the experienced and capable
noncommissioned officers and commis-
sioned officers who lead these units,
Many of these unit leaders have had
combat experience. Under their direc-
tion recruits already are gaining training
in military essentials on weekends and
on weeknights. This training will en-
hance the active duty training which
later will be required for them to achieve
full readiness. I think the problem of
the Reserve recruit is being overempha-
sized.

As long as the future of the Reserves
can be determined on the basis of per-
sonal decision rather than on the basis of
law, we are confronted with the danger
of failure of policy, the danger of a lack
of foresight regarding military personnel
needs, training needs and equipment
needs, the danger of inability to see mis-
takes and correct them, even of the ac-
tual and awesome danger of an inade-
quate defense for the Nation. No indi-
vidual, however capable, and however
well intentioned, should have imposed
upon him such a responsibility. The law
should spell out the exact future of the
Reserves and provide guidelines for their
inost efficient maintenance and utiliza-
ion.

This is indeed a bill of rights for the
Reserves and its passage is greatly
needed.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr.
HENDERSON].

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of H.R. 17195. I believe I
can say without fear of contradiction
that I authored the first bill ever intro-
duced in Congress to give National Guard
technicians status as Federal employees
for retirement, annual leave, sick leave,
and other basic privileges and emolu-
ments enjoyed by Federal employees.

The status of these technicians was
first brought to my attention when a per-
sonal friend of mine who was an Army
National Guard technician suffered a
heart attack and was forced to give up
that employment. Investigation revealed
that he had no retirement benefits of any
kind.

He was not a member of the military
service and did not qualify for military
retirement benefits of any kind. The
Federal Government considers the Na-
tional Guard, until such time as it is or-
dered to Federal service to be an organi-
zation of the State, so that the tech-
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nician is not a Federal employee eligible
for civil service retirement and benefits.

To complicate the problem further, the
States considered the Guard technician
not to be a State employee since he was
not paid with State funds and he was in-
eligible for State retirement.

In order to clarify the status of these
technicians, I introduced H.R. 7276 in
1961. That bill would have done essen-
tially what title IT of H.R. 17195 does. It
was referred to the House Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service which asked
for comment from the Department of
I;efense and the Civil Service Commis-
sion.

The Department of Defense endorsed
the bill and recommended its enactment,
but the Civil Service Commission and the
Bureau of the Budget opposed it and be-
cause of that opposition, the bill did not
receive favorable consideration by the
Post Office and Civil Service Committee.

I have been intensely interested in this
matter for more than 5 years and have
fought for legislation to remedy this situ-
ation. I am convinced that these tech-
nicians should have their status clarified,
and I strongly support the provisions of
title II of H.R. 17195 which would accom-
plish this objective.

Mr, HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. FLynT].

Mr. FLYNT. Mr, Chairman, I sup-
port H.R. 17195 as reported by the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

Mr. Chairman, I support H.R. 17195,
the Reserve Forces Bill of Rights and
Vitalization Act of 1966, and National
Guard Technicians Benefits Act. This
bill clearly will strengthen the Reserve
components of the Armed Forces and
will protect units from arbitrary action
which would decimate such units. It will
clarify the status of reservists who have
completed their active duty training and
at the same time provide a manpower
pool if the need should arise. This is a
fair bill and should remove a large
measure of the uncertainty of status
whieh in many instances now exists.

Title IT of H.R. 17195 will provide a re-
tirement status and eligibility for Na-
tional Guard technicians who have here-
tofore been denied a retirement status of
any kind because while they have been
paid with Federal funds they have been
deemed to be State employees of the Na-
tional Guard of the several States. This
legislation to clarify the technicians
status and to provide retirement eligibil-
ity and benefits is long overdue and I
strongly support this portion of this bill.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. Ebp-
MONDSON].

Mr, EDMONDSON, Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman.

Mr. Chairman, I support the bill, Par-
ticularly I commend the bill for the title
dealing with the Air Guard and the Na-
tional Guard technicians.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, I yield

such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. HANLEY].

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to join my colleagues in support of H.R.
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17195, the Reserve Forces Bill of Rights
and Vitalization Act and the National
Guard Technicians Benefits Act.

I address my remarks especially to
title IT of this bill, that portion dealing
with the status of technicians employed
by the Army and Air National Guards.
One of the first groups to seek my as-
sistance shortly after I came to this Con-
gress in January of 1965 represented our
National Guard technicians. I was in-
formed at that time that these men,
both employees and at the same time
members of the National Guard, were
seeking congressional action to deter-
mine exactly who their employer was.
They described to me a situation wherein
neither the Federal Government nor the
several States was willing to acknowledge
them as employees.

The technicians are hired and fired
by the State adjutants general, but their
numbers and compensation are fixed by
the Federal Government, they care for
Federal property, they are paid directly
by Federal finance officers from Federal
appropriations, and they are governed
in the main by Federal regulations.
However, the Comptroller General of the
United States has consistently ruled that
National Guard technicians are not Fed-
eral employees. On the one hand, the
Department of Labor considers the tech-
nicians covered by the Federal Employ-
ees Compensation Act, but on the other
hand, the Supreme Court of the United
States has held that they are not Fed-
eral employees within the meaning of the
Federal Tort Claims Act. In my own
State of New York, the courts there have
held that the National Guard technicians
are not State employees for purposes of
the State's civil service laws. This situ-
ation is intolerable, and title II of this
bill will make it clear that the techni-
cians are, in law as well as in fact, em-
ployees of the U.S. Government.

In my judgment, the failure in the past
to clearly define the status of the civilian
technicians makes its greatest impact in
the area of those normal fringe benefits
which all of us have come to consider
as part and parcel of civilized employ-
ment. At the present time New York's
National Guard technicians are neither
employees of the Federal Government
nor employees of the State. Conse-
quently they receive no protection for old
age from either Federal or State retire-
ment systems. Fortunately, the Federal
Government does pick up the tab for the
employer’s share of the social security
tax, and so the technician does have
social security protection. In addition
to this, they do receive retirement cred-
its as a result of their military service.
For the technicians, these benefits are
payable at age 60 on the basis of 20 or
more years of military service. For ex-
ample, a sergeant major, E-9 rating, will
receive $1,600 per year after 2 years of
active duty and 18 years of nonregular
creditable service. Consider also the E-T
rating, the old master sergeant, with
2 years of active duty and 18 years of
National Guard duty, he will receive $720
per year. With 28 years of National
Guard duty his retirement income will
amount to $1,224 per year. My point
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here is that the civilian technician in
New York, when he retires or is fired be-
cause he can no longer qualify for mem-
bership in the National Guard, has only
this military retirement to live on until
he becomes eligible for social security.
This sort of thing is unreasonable and
unjust, and title II will provide the nec-
essary relief.

The National Guard civiian techni-
cian plays an important part in the mili-
tary readiness of the Guard. The tech-
nicians constitute the full-time nucleus
of key personnel assigned to the Guard.
I feel that it is important that the Con-
gress recognize the essentially Federal
functions performed by the technicians
by acting to declare that these dedicated
men are employees of the United States,
and as such, they are entitled to all the

rights and benefits enjoyed by other Fed--

eral employees.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Mich-
igan [Mr. Nepz1l.

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Chairman, I apolo-
gize for taking time at this hour, but
some of the things that have been going
through my mind, in my opinion, should
be said today.

This is an extremely complicated bill,
I believe that is evident from the colloquy
which has taken place.

It is unfortunate we have to discuss a
bill of this nature this late in the day.

Mr. Chairman, let me say first that I
agree with my chairman and all the
members of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, when I do point out that some
kind of conclusion was necessary to the
turmoil which has existed in our Reserve
Forces. There is just no question about
that. That is why I support this bill in
most of its provisions.

The part I take exception to is the
second part, as I designate it.

Let me say that there are three parts
to this legislation.

A great deal of discussion and debate
have taken place with respect to the
first part; that is, the question of au-
thorizing the President to call up the
Reserves. While I do not believe this is
too meaningful, nevertheless the Presi-
dent will have this option, if he wants to
exercise it, and I am willing to trust his
good judgment in this regard, as to
whether it will be useful for him to use
this authority, which we propose to give
him, or not.

The second part of the bill I tried to
discuss with the gentleman from Loui-
siana [Mr. HEBeRT], the chairman of the
subcommittee, in order to determine just
exactly why the mandated figure in this
bill was at 640,000. Quite obviously, the
thing which motivated the bringing out
of this bill and the introduction of this
bill was the proposed merger of the Na-
tional Guard and the Reserve some
months ago, as all Members will recall.

This bill effectively stops that merger.
At the present time I am prepared to
support that concept. My problem is
this: During the course of our hearings
we never heard a word of testimony
about the figure 640,000. We are talking
here about the House mandating this
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authority a couple of weeks ago when
we voted on the Defense Appropriation
Act. To me this is not an authorization.
As I indicated to the chairman of the
committee, it was a rather academic
question, because the number in the Re-
serve Forces at the present time exceeds
640,000. It is 1-year authority. What
we are doing here is enacting into per-
manent legislation a Reserve Force of
640,000, 60,000 in excess of what the De-
partment of Defense and the Depart-
ment of the Army say is necessary for
our contingency war plans. What does
this mean? This means we are going to
have 60,000 more men than they want
in our Reserve Forces and keep them
trained and keep them equipped and in-
cur all of the expense that goes with it.
But what is more important, in my opin-
ion, is that the fact that we are taking
60,000 men out of the draft pool. I am
sure all of you, my colleagues here in
the House, have experienced the same
thing I have experienced about the Re-
serves at this time. Let me point out
quickly that I am not one who thinks
the Reserves are draft dodgers. I do
not believe that. At the time that most
of them entered the Reserves, there is a
serious question as to what was the easy
way ouf, whether to take 2 years of ac-
tive duty in peacetime or up to 8 years
in the Reserves. Many of these men
have been there a long time, so they
cannot be placed in the category of the
draft dodger. But the practical effect
of mandating 60,000 men in excess of
what any responsible person said was
necessary, responsible in this area, just
does not make sense, because we are
taking them out of the draft pool.

Now, if my chairman will kindly an-
swer this question, I will appreciate it.
He indicated earlier that some letter was
submitted which indicated we should
have a Reserve force of 688,000 men.
Could the gentleman from Louisiana be
a little more specific than that?

Mr. HEBERT. The letter I referred
to was a letter from Mr. Morris, the
Assistant Secretary in Charge of Man-
power. The report will show exactly
what his words were. It was in reply to
an inquiry from the committee as to the
strength desired, and he came up with
that figure of 688,000.

Mr. NEDZI. The chairman will recall
this question arose during the course of
the hearings on this particular legisla-
tion, and at that time it was pointed out
that this was a mobilization strength
and not the actual strength that we need
in the Reserve at the present time.

Mr. HEBERT. It was pointed out, if
the gentleman will yield to me, that it
was an immediate—and I emphasize and
underscore the word “immediate”—mo-
bilization figure. I do not know how you
can get more immediate than immediate.
That means right now and not 30, 60, or
90 days later.

Mr. NEDZI. Because this issue was
raised I contacted the Assistant Secre-
tary of Defense and asked him to clarify
the statement which was made. He ad-
dressed this letter to me on yesterday,
and I quote—Ilet me paraphrase what is
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in the letter—“Therefore the total paid
drill strength of the Army Reserve com-
ponent should be 580,000. It is not con-
sidered necessary to man our units of
Reserve components at 100 percent of
full strength prior to the time they are
mobilized. This is because there is a
large number of trained individuals in
the Ready Reserve pool who are available
to be called to active duty to serve as
filler to bring Reserve units to 100 per-
cent strength when mobilization occurs.”

Now, this clearly indicates that Mr.
Morris, when he submitted the data re-
quested by the committee, did not main-
tain a total Reserve of 688,000 was
needed. If he did, then why cut it down
to 640,000? I address that question to
the chairman.

Mr. HEBERT. I am very happy and
delighted that the Pentagon, after all
of these weeks, has finally gotten around
to reexplaining itself with some con-
jured up doubletalk. However, I will say
to the gentleman that this mandate is
a floor and not a ceiling. It is a floor
and not a ceiling. It can be raised at
any time. As the gentlemen well knows
and should know, because he is in very
close contact with the Pentagon at all
times, our problem is to make the Penta-
gon do what it says it wants to do and
stop giving lipservice only.

Mr, NEDZI. I find it difficult to fence
with my distinguished chairman from
Louisiana. However, the chairman
knows that this issue was discussed in
the committee, and he is taking advan-
tage of this poor little lonesome soul on
his subcommittee.

Mr. HEBERT. Will the gentleman
yield further? May I say he is not a
lonesome soul who can take on eight
stalwarts. However, I will admit this
subject matter was considered by nine
men tried and true and wise in the ways
of the military, and eight of them came
up with an answer opposite of what the
gentleman advocates. So he stands
alone.

Mr. NEDZI. The fact remains, how-
ever, that at this time there is no evi-
dence, there is no testimony before the
Armed Services Committee, which sup-
ports a figure of 640,000.

I am not sure that it is the will of this
House to place 60,000 more men into the
Reserve Forces by anyone who is charged
with this responsibility who says it is
necessary.

Really, I do not know from where that
figure came. And, if you listened care-
fully to the colloquy that has taken place,
it has not been disclosed from where the
640,000 figure came.

Mr. Chairman, at the proper time I
propose to offer an amendment to strike
the additional 60,000 from this legisla-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, as I stated from the
outset, I find no fault with title II of the
bill and with section 201 concerning the
National Guard technicians.

Mr. BURTON of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NEDZI. I yield to the gentleman
from California.
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Mr. BURTON of California. What, if
any, position has the Secretary of De-
fense taken with respect to this bill, and
what, if any, position has the head of the
Selective Service, General Hershey, taken
on this bill? We have listened but have
not heard anyone representing their
position.

I would be interested in knowing if
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Nepzil is aware of any position that they
have taken with reference to this legisla-
tion.

Mr. NEDZI. I might state to the
gentleman from California [Mr. Bur-
ToN] that I am completely unaware of
what position General Hershey may have
taken with respect to the bill. I am also
positive that the Secretary of Defense is
opposed to the bill, even with my pro-
posed amendment, because this, in effect,
prevents the kind of flexibility which
some may think is desirable. Permit me
to say that there is not a valid argument
contained therein. Our Reserve Forces
cannot be taken in a vacuum. They have
to be considered in light of our total
Armed Forces. It seems to me to be un-
wise to follow this course.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, just
one other comment. I have one addi-
tional request for time. But, in order
that the gentleman from Michigan may
be permitted to keep the record straight,
I hold in my hand a copy of the com-
mittee hearings on this bill. Pages
10793-10802 provide quite a bit of evi-
dence to substantiate the figures we have,
and I say to the gentleman that with all
his wit and with all his guile—

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Chairman, is that
Mr. Morris’ letter?

Mr. HEBERT, That is Mr. Morris’
letter which I use as the valid testi-
mony.

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Chairman, I would
like my letter from Secretary Morris to
appear in the REcorp at this point, since
I believe it clarifies the matter.

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, D.C., September 21, 1966.
Hon. Lucien N. Nepzr,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear CoNGRESSMAN NEepzi: In response to
your request, the additional information in
the following paragraphs is forwarded to
clarify some of the data irscorporated in my
letter to the Chairman of Subcommittee No,
2 of the House Armed Services Committee
dated 19 August 1966 in answer to certain
questions regarding personnel and funding
requirements for the reserve components.

As you know, the Department of Defense
and Department of the Army, through the
testimony of both senior civilian and mili-
tary officials, have consistently taken the
position that the units in the Army’s Reserve
Components should consist of 8 divisions,
16 brigades, necessary combat support and
combat service support units, with a total,
pre-mobilization, paid drill strength of 550,~
000. In addition, there is a temporary re-
quirement for 30,000 additional personnel to
bring the units of the Selected Reserve Force
to 1009 strength. Temporarily, therefore,
the total paid drill strength of the Army’s
Reserve Components should be 580,000,

It is not considered necessary to man all
units of the Reserve Components at 100% of
full strength, prior to the time they are
mobilized. This is because there is a large
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number of trained individuals in the Ready
Reserve Pool who are available to be called
to active duty to serve as fillers to bring
reserve units to 100% strength when mobili-
zation occurs.

In line with the foregoing, the data pro-
vided in my 19 August letter showed that
the authorized strength of the Army reserve
components proposed for fiscal year 1867 was
580,000, including 30,000 to bring the Se-
lected Reserve Force to 1009 strength. By
a footnote it was made clear that this
strength is at the level considered necessary
to conduct effective pre-mobilization train-
ing so as to achieve the readiness level re-
quired, and that, in the event of mobiliza-
tion, additional personnel would be provided
from the Ready Reserve Fool to bring these
units to 100% strength. In a separate tabu-
lation it was noted that the number of
filler personnel required to bring these units
to 100% strength would total about 108,000.

Very briefly, therefore, the foregoing may
be summarized as follows:

a. The total paid drill strength presently
required in the units of the Army reserve
components prior to mobilization is 580,000,

b. These units, if mobilized, would be ex-
panded after mobilization to a strength of
about 688,000,

c. This expansion would be accomplished
by assigning trained Individuals from the
Ready Reserve Pool.

I trust the foregoing will assist in clarify-
ing the Department of Defense and Depart-
ment of the Army position in this matter.

Sincerely,
THomMAS D. MORRIS,

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of H.R. 17195. I early
introduced legislation of a similar na-
ture; but I am glad to say that the com-
mittee product that is before us now is an
improvement in many important re-
spects. The bill will give stability to the
Reserves, which are an important seg-
ment of our defense. It will provide for
adquate strength levels, adequate train-
ing and availability for the Commander
in Chief to utilize, as the needs arise. I
sincerely hope that the bill will pass
unanimously as it is manifestly greatly
needed.

Mr, CARTER. Mr, Chairman, hear-
ings conducted by a subcommittee of the
House Armed Services Committee have,
in my opinion, revealed an urgent need
for prompt enactment of H.R. 17195, the
Reserve Forces Bill of Rights and Vital-
ization Act of 1966, which is before this
body today for consideration. They fur-
ther indicate that the proposal to merge
the Army Reserve with the Army Na-
tional Guard created deficiencies which
will not be corrected until Congress
takes appropriate action. It is my un-
derstanding that this legislation is de-
signed to do just this.

I realize, of course, the importance of
both titles of the bill. However, I am
especially interested in title II which
would establish a Federal employee
status for technicians employed by the
National Guard and make more than
39,000 Army and Air National Guard
technicians eligible for Federal retire-
ment, health, and insurance benefits.
Therefore, I am happy to lend my sup-
port to this measure and I hope that it
will be promptly passed.

Mr. BOB WILSON. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of H.R, 17195. During my
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tenure on the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, I have had the privilege of partic-
ipating in the drafting and development
of many legislative proposals affecting
the Armed Forces. However, in all of
this time, I have never seen a subcom-
mittee work more diligently than Mr.
HEBERT'S subcommittee which developed
this admittedly complex but very con-
structive legislative recommendation.

The comprehensive review made by
Subcommittee No. 2 of the entire Reserve
problem encompasses a period of approx-
imately 5 years. During that time, the
subcommittee compiled a most extensive
and detailed record of Reserve activities
which now have culminated in the rec-
ommendations of both this subcommittee
and its parent committee, the Commit-
tee on Armed Services.

For purposes of the record, these ex-
tensive hearings should be documented
so as fo enable those Members of the
House who may wish, to review the efforts
which culminated in this legislation.
These documents are as follows:

Committee on Armed Services Docu-
ment No. 66, of the 2d session of the
87th Congress, entitled “Military Reserve
Posture Hearings,” consisting of over
1,100 pages of printed testimony and ex-
hibits, was accompanied by a committee
report identified as Committee Document
No. 70 of the 87th Congress, 2d session,
entitled “Military Reserve Posture,” and
dated August 17, 1962.

Committee Document No. 39, of the
1st session of the 89th Congress, entitled
“Merger of the Army Reserve Com-
ponents,” consisting of approximately
1,000 pages of printed testimony and ac-
companying exhibits.

Committee Document No. 86, of the
89th Congress, 2d session, entitled
“Hearings on H.R. 16435 and H.R. 17195,”
consisting of more than 160 pages of
printed testimony.

In summary, the legislation before you
today is supported by more than 2,200
pages of printed testimony. This fact
is significant in that it reveals the depth
of the study and review made by the
Committee on Armed Services before the
committee arrived at the recommenda-
tions embodied in this legislation today.

I, therefore, urge the unanimous ap-
proval of this bill by the Members of this
House.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time.

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, I have no
further requests for time.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the Clerk will now read the sub-
stitute amendment printed in the orig-
inal bill for the purpose of amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That title
I of this Act may be cited as the “Reserve
Forces Bill of Rights and Vitalization Act
of 1966,

; TITLE I—RESERVE FORCES

SEec. 101. Title 10, United States Code, is
amended as follows:

(1) Section 101(2) is amended by inserting
- as provided in section 101(1) of title
32 for laws relating to the militia, the Na-
tional Guard, the Army National Guard of
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the United States, and the Air Natlonal
Guard of the United States,” before * ‘Terri-
tory' means”.

(2) Section 136(a) is amended by striking
out “seven” and inserting “eight” in place
thereof.

(3) Section 136(b) is amended by inserting
after the first sentence the following:

“One  Assistant BSecretary shall be the
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Reserve
Affairs and shall, as his principal duty, be
responsible for the administration, opera-
tion, and readiness of the reserve compo-
nents of the armed forces under the Depart-
ment of Defense.”

(4) The text of section 175 is amended to
read as follows:

“(a) There is in the Office of the Secretary
of Defense a Reserve Forces Policy Board
consisting of —

“{1) the Assistant Secretary of Defense
for Reserve Affairs who is Chairman of the
Board,;

“(2) the Assistant Secretary of each of
the military departments, designated under
section 264(b) of this title, who is respon-
sible for reserve affairs in his department;

“(3) an officer of the Regular Army desig-
nated by the Secretary of the Army;

“(4) an officer of the Regular Navy or
Regular Marine Corps designated by the
Secretary of the Navy;

“(6) an officer of the Regular Air Force
designated by the Secretary of the Air
Force;

“(6) four reserve officers designated by
the Secretary of the Army, two of whom
must be members of the Army National
Guard of the United States, and two of
whom must be members of the Army Re-
serve;

“(7) four reserve officers designated by the
Secretary of the Navy, two of whom must
be members of the Naval Reserve, and two
of whom must be members of the Marine
Corps Reserve;

“(8) four reserve officers designated by the
Secretary of the Air Force, two of whom
must be members of the Air National Guard
of the United States, and two of whom must
be members of the Air Force Reserve;

“{9) three civillan members, representa-
tives of the labor, industrial, and educational
communities, designated by the Secretary of
Defense; and

“{10) a reserve officer of the Army, Navy,
Alr Force, or Marine Corps who is a general
or flag officer, designated by the Chairman of
the Board and who serves without vote as
military adviser to the Chairman and as ex-
ecutive officer of the Board.

“(b) Whenever the Coast Guard is not op-
erating as a service in the Navy, the Secre-
tary of the Treasury may designate an officer
of the Regular Coast Guard or the Coast
Guard Reserve to serve as a voting member
of the Board.

“{e) The Board, acting through the Assist-
ant Secretary of Defense for Reserve Affairs
appointed under section 136(b) of this title,
is the principal policy adviser to the Secre-
tary of Defense on matters relating to the
reserve components.

“(d) This section does not affect the com-
mittees on reserve policies prescribed by sec-
tion 3033, 5251, 5252, or 8033 of this title.

“{e) A member of a committee or board
prescribed under a section listed in subsec-
tion (d) may, if otherwise eligible, be a mem-
ber of the Reserve Forces Policy Board.

“(f) The Board shall act on those matters
referred to it by the Chairman and, in addi-
tion, on any matter raised by a member of
the Board. However, a majority of the mem-
bers present may agree to postpone or table
any matter referred to the Board by either
the Chairman or a member of the Board.

“(g) The Board shall meet at least once
every three months and at such times as the
Chairman may determine.”
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(5) Section 262 is amended by striking out
“the reserve components™ and inserting “each
reserve component” in place thereof,

(6) The text of section 264 i1s amended to
read as follows:

“(a) The Assistant Secretary of Defense
for Reserve Affairs has responsibility for re-
serve affairs of the Department of Defense.

“(b) The Secretary concerned shall desig-
nate an Assistant Secretary of his department
who shall have as his principal duty respon-
sibility for the establishment and execution
of policy on all matters related to manpower
and reserve affairs. The Assistant Secretary
shall, in connection with reserve affairs, be
responsible for the administration, operation,
and readiness of the reserve components un-
der that department.

“(c) The Secretary concerned shall desig-
nate a general or flag officer for each reserve
component under his jurisdiction to be di-
rectly responsible for reserve affairs to the
Chief of Naval Operations, the Commandant
of the Marine Corps, and the Commandant
of the Coast Guard, as the case may be. This
subsection does not affect the functions of
the Chief of the National Guard Bureau, the
Chief of Army Reserve, or the Chief of Air
Force Reserve,

“(d) The Secretary concerned is responsi-
ble for providing the personnel, equipment,
facilities, and other general logistic support
necessary to enable units and Reserves in the
Selected Reserve of the reserve components
under this jurisdiction to satisfy the mo-
bilization readiness requirements established
for those units and Reserves in the con-
tingency and war plans approved by the
Joint Chiefs of Staff. He shall, when a unit
in the Selected Reserve is established and
designated, expeditiously procure, issue, and
maintain supplies and equipment of combat
standard quality in amounts required for the
training of each unit and shall store and
maintain such additional supplies and equip-
ment of that quality that are required by
those units upon mobilization. However, if
the Secretary concerned determines that
compliance with the preceding provisions of
this subsection will jeopardize the national
security interests of the United States, he
may temporarily waive compliance with these
requirements after he has notified Congress
in writing, setting forth the specific facts and
circumstances upon which he made such a
determination. Unless specifically author-
ized by law enacted after the effective date of
this section, funds authorized for personnel,
supplies, equipment, and facilities for a re-
serve component may not be transferred or
expended for any other purpose.”

(7) Section 268 Is amended by inserting
the designation *(a)" at the beginning and
adding the following new subsection:

*“(b) There is a Selected Reserve within
the Ready Reserve of each of the following—

“{1) the Army Reserve;

“(2) the Naval Reserve;

“(3) the Marlne Corps Reserve;

“(4) the Air Force Reserve; and

“(5) the Coast Guard Reserve.

The Selected Reserve consists of the Army
National Guard of the United States, the Air
National Guard of the United States, and
such units and Reserves named in clause
(1)—(5) as the Becretary concerned may des-
ignate, trained as prescribed in section 270
(a) (1) of this title or section 502(a) of title
32, as appropriate.”

(8) Section 260(e) (1)-(8) is amended to
read as follows:

*(1) he served on active duty (other than
for training) in the armed forces for an ag-
gregate of at least five years; and

*“{2) he served on active duty (other than
for training) im the armed forces for an ag-
gregate of less than four years, but satisfac-
torily participated, as determined by the
Secretary concerned, in an accredited train-
ing program in the Ready Reserve for a pe-
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riod which, when added to his period of ac-
tive duty (other than for training), totals
at least five years, or such shorter period as
the Secretary concerned, with the approval
of the Secretary of Defense in the case of a
Becretary of a military department, may pre-
scribe for satisfactory participation in an
accredited training program designated by
the Secretary concerned.”

(9) Section 270(a) (1) is amended to read
as follows:

“{1) participate in the equivalent of at
least 48 scheduled drills or training perlods
during each year and serve on active duty for
training or perform annual field training of
not less than 14 days (exclusive of travel-
time) during each year;".

(10) Bection 511(d) is amended to read
as follows:

“{d) Under regulations to be prescribed
by the Secretary of Defense, or the Secre-
tary of the Treasury with respect to the
Coast Guard when it is not operating as a
service in the Navy, a non-prior-service per-
son who is under 26 years of age, who is
qualified for Induction for active duty in an
armed force, and who is not under orders to
report for induction into an armed force un-
der sections 451473 of title 50, appendix,
may be enlisted in the Army National Guard
or the Ailr National Guard, or as a Reserve
for service in the Army Reserve, Naval Re-
serve, Alr Force Reserve, Marine Corps Re-
serve, or Coast Guard Reserve, for a term of
six years. Each person enlisted under the
authority provided by this subsec-period of
active duty for training of not less than four
months to commence within 180 days after
the date of that enlistment. Notwithstand-
ing the foregoing, a person enlisted under
the authority provided by this subsection be-
fore July 1, 1966, who has not completed an
initial period of active duty for training of
four months or more, may be considered to
have completed the equivalent of eight
weeks of basic training if he has served on
active duty, active duty for training, or full-
time training duty for 15 days and has satis-
factorily participated In 45 scheduled drills
or equivalent training periods. However, the
additional period of advanced active duty
training or full-time training duty required
by such enlistee to qualify for the billet in
which enlisted must be completed unless
such enlistee has received the equivalent
training necessary to qualify him for the
satisfactory performance of his military as-
slgnment responsibilities under regulations
prescribed by the Secretary concerned. Upon
completing such training or its equivalent,
the member shall be required to satisfac-
torily perform such other service in the
Ready Reserve as may be prescribed by the
Secretary of Defense until he has completed
& combination of active duty, active duty for
training, full-time training duty, and service
in the Ready Reserve or National Guard
which aggregates a total of six-years of satis-
factory service, as determined by the Secre-
tary concerned.”

(11) The text of section 678 is amended to
read as follows:

“(a) A reserve commissioned officer ordered
to active duty (other than for training) un-
der section 672(d) of this title or other pro-
vision of law for special assignment in ac-
cordance with section 265, 3033, 3496, 8033,
or 8496 of this title, or section 708 of title 32,
shall be ordered in his reserve grade, and
while so serving, is in addition to the au-
thorized numbers and strength in grades of
commissioned officers on active duty in the
armed force of which he is a member.

“(b) A reserve commissioned officer on
duty under subsection (a) is eligible for tem-
porary promotion in his armed force without
component, and for consideration for per-
manent appointment as a reserve commis-
sioned officer in a grade higher than that in
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which he is serving on active duty, to the

same extent as if he were not on active duty.

“(c) A reserve commissioned officer on
duty under subsection (a) who holds a per-
manent reserve grade, or is selected for per-
manent promotion to a reserve grade which
is higher than the permanent reserve grade in
which he is serving on active duty shall be
permanently promoted to the higher reserve
grade and continue to serve in that grade
while on active duty.

“{d) To assure that a reserve commissioned
officer on duty under subsection (a) receives
periodic refresher training in the categories
for which he is qualified, the Secretary con-
cerned may detail him to duty with any
armed force, or otherwise as the Secretary
sees fit."”

(12) Sections 3013(a), 5034(a), and 8013
(a) are each amended by striking out “three”
and inserting in place thereof “four” in the
first sentence.

(13) Section 3015 is amended to read as
follows:

“§ 3016. National Guard Bureau: appoint-
ment of Chief, Deputy Chief, As-
sistant Chief for Army National
Guard, Assistant Chief for Air Na-
tional Guard and acting chief;
functions, policies, and regulations
for the National Guard, Army Na-
tional Guard of the United States,
and Air National Guard of the
United States

“{a) There is a National Guard Bureau,
which is a Joint Bureau of the Department of
the Army and the Department of the Air
Force, headed by a chief who has direct ac-
cess to the Secretary of the Army, the Secre-
tary of the Air Force, the Chief of Staff of the
Army, and the Chief of Staff of the Air Force,
and is the principal adviser to those Chiefs of
Staff on National Guard matters. The Na-
tional Guard Bureau includes a general coun-
sel, a comptroller, and other personnel neces-
sary to discharge its statutory responsibilities.
It is—

“{1) the supervisory and operating agency
of the Department of the Army and the De-
partment of the Air Force for the National
Guard;

“(2) the channel of communication be-
tween the departments concerned and the
several States, territories, Puerto Rico, the
Canal Zone, and the District of Columbia on
all matters pertaining to the National Guard,
the Army National Guard of the United
States, and the Air National Guard of the
United States;

“(3) responsible for preserving and main-
talning the integrity of the unit and com-
mand structure of the National Guard, the
Army National Guard of the United States,
and the Alr National Guard of the United
States as separate and distinet parts of the
structure of the Army and of the Air Force.

“(b) The President, by anc with the ad-
vice and consent of the Senate, shall appoint
the Chief of the National Guard Bureau, the
Deputy Chief of the National Guard Bureau,
the Assistant Chief of the National Guard
Bureau for the Army National Guard, and
the Assistant Chief of the Natiomal Guard
Bureau for the Air National Guard, from
officers of the Army National Guard of the
United States or the Alr National Guard of
the United States who—

“(1) have been recommended by their re-
spective Governors;

“(2) have had at least 10 years of com-
missioned service in the active National
Guard; and

"(3) are
colonel.

If the Chief of the National Guard Bureau is

an officer of the Army National Guard of the

United States, the Deputy Chief of the Na-

tional Guard Bureau shall be appointed from

qualified officers of the Air National Guard

in a grade above Heutenant
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of the United States. If the Chief of the Na-
tional Guard Bureau is an officer of the Air
National Guard of the United States, the
Deputy Chief of the National Guard Bureau
shall be appointed from qualified officers of
the Army Natlonal Guard of the United
States. The Assistant Chief of the National
Guard Bureau for the Army National Guard
and the Assistant Chief of the Natlonal
Guard Bureau for the Air National Guard
shall be appointed from qualified officers of
the Army National Guard of the United
States and from qualified and rated officers of
the Air National Guard of the United States,
respectively.

“{c) The Chief of the National Guard
Bureau and the Deputy Chief of the National
Guard Bureau hold office for four years, but
may be removed for cause at any time. They
are eligible to succeed themselves. If either
of them holds a lower reserve grade, he shall
be appointed as a Reserve in his armed force
in the grade of major general for service in
the Army WNational Guard of the United
States or the Air National Guard of the
United States, as the case may be.

“{d) The Assistant Chief of the National
Guard Bureau for the Army National Guard
and the Assistant Chief of the National
Guard Bureau for the Air National Guard
hold office for four years, but may be re-
moved for cause at any time and may not
hold office after they have become 60 years
of age. They are eligible to succeed them-
selves. If either of them holds a lower re-
serve grade, he shall be appointed as a Re-
serve in his armed force in the grade of
brigadier general for service in the Army Na-
tional Guard of the United States or the Air
National Guard of the United States, as the
case may be.

“(e) If the Chief of the National Guard
Bureau is unable, because of disability, to
perform the functions of his office, or if that
office 1s vacant, the Deputy Chief of the Na-
tional Guard Bureau shall act as its Chief
until the disability or a s r is
appointed.”

(14) Item 3015 in the analysis of chapter
303 is amended to read as follows:

“3015. National Guard Bureau: appolntment
of Chief, Deputy Chief, Assistant
Chief for Army National Guard, As-
sistant Chief for Air National Guard,
and acting chief; functions, policies,
and regulations for the National
Guard, Army National Guard of the
United States, and Air National
Guard of the United States.”
(15) A new section 3019 is added as fol-
lows:

*“§ 3019. Office of Army Reserve: appointment
of Chief, Deputy Chief, and acting
chief; functions, policles, and
regulations for government of
Army Reserve

*“{a) There is in the executive part of the
Department of the Army an Office of Army
Reserve which is headed by a chief who has
direct access to the Secretary of the Army
and the Chief of Staff, and is the prineipal
adviser to the Chief of Staff, on matters re-
lating to the Army Reserve. The Office of
Army Reserve includes a general counsel, a
comptroller, and other personnel necessary
to discharge its statutory responsibilities.
It is—

“{1) the supervisory and operating agency
of the Department of the Army for the Army
Reserve;

“{2) the Department of the Army agency
responsible for coordination of communieca-
tion between the Department of the Army
and its subordinate commands on matters
relating to the Army Reserve; and

*“(3) responsible for preserving and main-
taining the Integrity of the unit and com-
mand structure of the Army Reserve as a
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separate and distinct part of the structure

of the Army.

“(b) The President, by and with the advice
and consent of the Senate, shall appoint the
Chief of Army Reserve from officers of the
Army Reserve not on active duty, or on active
duty under section 265 of this title, who—

*(1) have had at least 10 years of commis-
sioned service in the Army Reserve;

**(2) are in grade of brigadier general and
above; and

“(8) have been recommended by the Sec-
retary of the Army from a list containing the
names of not less than three, or more than
five, officers submitted by the General Staff
Committee on Army Reserve Policy.

“{¢) The Chief of Army Reserve holds of-
fice for four years but may be removed for
cause at any time. He is eligible to succeed
himself. If he holds a lower reserve grade,
he shall be appointed in the grade of major
general for service in the Army Reserve.

*{d) There is a Deputy Chief of Army Re-
serve. He shall be nominated by the Chief
of Army Reserve and appointed by the Sec-
retary of the Army from officers of the Army
Reserve not on active duty, or on active duty
under section 265 of this title, who meet the
requirements prescribed in subsection (b) (1)
and are in the grade of colonel or above. If
he holds a lower reserve grade, he shall be
appointed in the grade of brigadier general
for service in the Army Reserve. He serves
in that position for four years and is eligible
for appointment as Chief of Army Reserve
without a break in active service.

*“(e) If the Chief of Army Reserve is un-
able, because of disability, to perform the
functions of his office, or if that office is
vacant, the Deputy Chief, or the senior
officer of the Army Reserve on duty in the
Office of Army Reserve, shall act as its chief
until the disability ceases or a successor is
appointed.”

(16) The following new item is added to
the analysis of chapter 303:

*3019. Office of Army Reserve: appointment
of Chief, Deputy Chief, and acting
chief; functions, policies, and reg-
ulations for government of Army
Reserve.”

(17) The text of section 3083 is amended
to read as follows:

*(a) There is in the office of the Secretary
of the Army a General Staff Committee on
Army National Guard and Army Reserve
Policy which shall review and comment upon
each proposed change in Army policy or reg-
ulation directly affecting the reserve com-
ponents of the Army prior to its final sub-
mission to the Chief of Staff, and the As-
sistant Secretary responsible for reserve af-
fairs, for approval. The recommendations of
the General Stafl Committee shall accompany
any proposed change in policy or regulation,
or both, when it is acted upon by the Chief
of Staff and the Assistant Secretary respon-
sible for reserve affairs.

“(b) The General Staff Committee consists

“(1) five general officers of the Regular
Army on duty with the Army General Staff;

“(2) five general officers of the Army Na-
tional Guard of the United States not on
active duty;

““(3) five general officers of the Army Re-
serve not on active duty; and

“(4) the Chief of Army Reserve and the
Chief of the National Guard Bureau, or their
designees.

“(¢) The members of the General Staff
Committee shall select the Chairman from
among the members on the General Staff
Committee not on active duty.

“(d) A majority of the members of the
General Staff Committee shall act whenever
matters affecting both the Army National
Guard of the United States and Army Re-
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serve are being considered. However, when
any matter solely affecting one of the reserve
components of the Army is being considered,
it shall be acted upon by the Committee on
Army National Guard Policy or the Commit-
tee on Army Reserve Policy, as appropriate.

“{e) The Committee on Army National
Guard Policy consists of the members of the
General SBtaff Committee other than the
Army Reserve members.

*“(f) The Committee on Army Reserve Pol-
icy consists of the members of the General
Staff Committee other than the Army Na-
tional Guard members.

“{(g) Membership on the General Staff
Committee 1s determined by the Secretary
of the Army and Is for a minimum period
of three years. The Secretary of the Army,
when appointing new members, shall insure
that each section of the General Staff Com-
mittee will, at all times, have two or more
members with more than one year of con-
tinuous service on the Committee.

“(h) There shall be not less than 10 offi-
cers of the Army National Guard of the Unit-
ed States and the Army Reserve on duty with
the Army General Staff, one-half of whom
shall be from each of those components.
These officers shall be considered as addi-
tional members of the Army General Stafl
while on that duty.”

(18) A new section 3226 is added after sec-
tion 3225 as follows:

“§ 8226. Reserve components of Army: Se-
lected Reserve

“(a) The reserve components of the Army
shall be organized to include units in the
Selected Reserve with an average annual
strength in members of not less than—

“(1) 260,000 for the Army Reserve; and

*(2) 380,000 for the Army National Guard
of the United States.

These strengths include those members or-
dered, without their consent, to active duty
with their units.

“{b) The organization and structure of
units in the Selected Reserve shall be as ap-
proved by the Secretary of Defense and be
based upon recommendations of the Chief of
Stafl of the Army that are approved by the
Joint Chiefs of Staff in accordance with con-
tingency and war plans.

“(e¢) Members of the reserve components
of the Army assigned to units in the Selected
Reserve are required to perform the training
prescribed in section 270(a) (1) of this title
or section 502(a) of title 32.”

(19) The following new item inserted in
the analysis of chapter 331:

“3226. Reserve components of Army:
lected Reserve.”

(20) A new section 5413a is added after
section 5413 as follows:
“§ 5413a, Naval Reserve and Marine Corps

Reserve: Selected Reserve

“(a) The Naval Reserve and the Marine
Corps Reserve shall be organized to include
units and Reserves in the Selected Reserve
with an average annual strength ln mem-
bers of not less than—

“({1) 126,000 for the Naval Reserve; and

“(2) 48,000 for the Marine Corps Reserve.

“(b) The organization and structure of
units, and the organization of Reserves, In
the Selected Reserve of the Naval Reserve
and the Marine Corps Reserve shall be as
approved by the Secretary of Defense and be
based upon recommendations of the Chief of
Naval Operations and the Commandant of
the Marine Corps, as the case may be, that
are approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff in
accordance with contingency and war plans.

“{c) Units and Reserves in the Naval Re-
serve or the Marine Corps Reserve desig-
nated as comprising the Selected Reserve of
those reserve components shall be main-
talned at an annual average strength in
members of not less than—
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*“(1) 126,000 for the Naval Reserve; and
*“(2) 48,000 for the Marine Corps Reserve.

These strengths include those members or-
dered, without thelr consent, to active duty
with their units.

“(d) Members of the Naval Reserve or the
Marine Corps Reserve assigned to units in the
Selected Reserve are required to perform the
tralning prescribed in section 270(a) (1) of
this title.”

(21) The following new item is inserted
in the analysis of chapter 531:

“5413a. Naval Reserve and Marine Corps Re-
serve: Selected Reserve.”
(22) A new section 8019 is added as fol-
lows:

““§ 8019. Office of Air Force Reserve: appoint-
ment of Chief, Deputy Chief, and
acting chief; functions; policies,
and regulations for government of
Alr Force Reserve

“{a) There 15 in the executive part of the
Department of the Air Force an Office of Alr
Force Reserve which is headed by a chief who
has direct access to the Secretary of the Air
Force and the Chief of Staff, and is the prin-
cipal adviser to the Chief of Staff, on matters
relating to the Air Force Reserve. The Office
of Air Force Reserve includes a general coun-
sel, a comptroller, and other personnel neces-
sary to discharge its statutory responsibili-
ties. It is—

(1) the supervisory and operating agency
of the Department of the Air Force for the
Alr Force Reserve;

“{2) the Department of the Air Force
agency responsible for coordination of com-
munication between the Department of the
Air Force and its subordinate commands on
matters relating to the Air Force Reserve;
and

*“(3) responsible for preserving and main-
talning the integrity of the unit and com-
mand structure of the Air Force Reserve as
a separate and distinct part of the structure
of the Air Force.

“({b) The President, by and with the advice
and consent of the Senate, shall appoint the
Chief of Air Force Reserve from officers of
the Air Force Reserve not on active duty, or
on active duty under section 265 of this title,
who—

“{1) have had at least 10 years of commis-
sloned service in the Air Force;

*“(2) are in grade of brigadier general and
above; and

“(3) have been recommended by the Sec-
retary of the Air Force from a list contain-
ing the names of not less than three, or
more than five, officers submitted by the Air
Staff Committee on Air Force Reserve Policy.

“(¢) The Chief of Air Force Reserve holds
office for four years, but may be removed
for cause at any time. He is eligible to suc-
ceed himself. If he holds a lower reserve
grade, he shall be appointed in the grade of
major general for service in the Air Force
Reserve.

“{d) There is a Deputy Chief of Air Force
Reserve. He shall be nominated hy the Chief
of Air Force Reserve and appointed by the
Secretary of the Air Force from officers of
the Air Force Reserve not on active duty, or
on active duty under section 265 of this title,
who meet the requirements prescribed in
subsection (b) (1) and are in the grade of
colonel or above. If he holds a lower reserve
grade, he shall be appointed in the grade of
brigadier general for service in the Air Force
Reserve. He serves in that position for four
years and is eligible for appointment as
Chief of Air Force Reserve without a break
in active service.

“(e) If the Chief of Air Force Reserve is
unable, because of disability, to perform the
functions of his office, or if that office is
vacant, the Deputy Chief, or the senior officer
of the Air Force Reserve on duty in the Office
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of Air Force Reserve, shall act as its chief

until the disability or a or is

appointed.”

(23) The following new item is added to
the analysis of chapter 803:

“8019. Office of Alr Force Reserve: appoint-
ment of Chief, Deputy Chief, and
acting chilef; functions, policies,
and regulations for government of
Air Force Reserve.”

(24) The text of section 8033 is amended
to read as follows:

“(a) There is in the Office of the Secretary
of the Air Force an Air Staff Committee on
Alr National Guard and Air Force Reserve
Policy which shall review and comment upon
each proposed change in Air Force policy or
regulation directly affecting the reserve com-
ponents of the Air Force prior to its final
submission to the Chief of Staff, and the
Assistant Secretary responsible for reserve
affairs, for approval. The recommendations
of the Air Staff Committee shall accompany
any proposed change in policy or regulation,
or both, when it is acted upon by the Chief
of Staff and the Assistant Secretary responsi-
ble for reserve affairs.

*“(b) The Alr Staff Committee consists of—

“(1) five general officers of the Regular
Air Force on duty with the Air Staff;

“(2) five general officers of the Air Na-
tional Guard of the United States not on
active duty;

“(3) five general officers of the Air Force
Reserve not on active duty; and

“(4) the Chief of Air Force Reserve and
the Chief of the National Guard Bureau, or
their designees.

“(e) The members of the Alr Staff Com-
mittee shall select the Chairman from among
the members on the Air Staff Committee not
on active duty.

“(d) A majority of the members of the Air
Staff Committee shall act whenever matters
affecting both the Air National Guard of the
United States and Air Force Reserve are being
considered. However, when any matter solely
affecting one of the Air Force Reserve com-
ponents is being considered, it shall be acted
upon by the Committee on Air National
Guard Policy or the Committee on Air Force
reserve Policy, as appropriate.

“(e) The Committee on Alr National Guard
Policy consists of the members of the Air
Staff Committee other than the Air Force
Reserve members.

“{f) The Committee on Alr Force Reserve
Policy consists of the members of the Air
Staffl Committee other than the Air National
Guard members.

“(g) Membership on the Air Staff Com-
mittee is determined by the Secretary of the
Alr Force and is for a minimum period of
three years. The Secretary of the Air Force,
when appointing new members, shall insure
that each section of the Air Staff Committee
will, at all times, have two or more members
with more than one year of continuous serv-
ice on the Committee.

“{h) There shall be not less than 10 officers
of the Air National Guard of the United
States and the Air Force Reserve on duty with
the Alr Staff, one-half of whom shall be from
each of those components. These officers
shall be considered as additional members of
the Air Staff while on that duty.”

(25) A new section 8226 is added after
section 8225 as follows:

‘‘§ 8226. Reserve components of Air Force:

Selected Reserve

“(a) The reserve components of the Air
Force shall be organized to include units
and Reserves in the Selected Reserve with an
average annual strength in members of not
less than—

“{1) 51,000 for the Air Force Reserve; and

“(2) 80,000 for the Alr National Guard of
the United States.
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These strengths include those members or-
dered, without their consent, to active duty
with their units.

“(b) The organization and structure of
units in the Selected Reserve shall be ap-
proved by the Secretary of Defense and be
based upon recommendations of the Chief of
Stafl of the Air Force that are approved by
the Joint Chiefs of Stafl in accordance with
contingency and war plans.

“{e) Members of the reserve components
of the Air Force assigned to units in the
Selected Reserve are required to perform the
training prescribed in section 270(a) (1) of
this title or sectlon 502(a) of title 32"

(26) The following new item is inserted in
the analysis of chapter 831:

“g226. Reserve components of Air Force:
Selected Reserve."

Sec. 102. Title 14, United States Code, Is
amended as follows:

(1) A new section 762b is added after sec-
tion 7562a as follows:

"§ 7562b. Coast Guard Reserve:
Reserve

“(a) The Coast Guard Reserve shall be
organized to include units and Reserves in
the Selected Reserve, with an average annual
strength in members of not less than 17,000.

*“(b) The organization and structure of
units, and the organization of Reserves, In
the Selected Reserve of the Coast Guard
Reserve shall be based on recommendations
of the Commandant of the Coast Guard that
are approved by the Becretary in accordance
with mobilization requirements.

“({c) Members of the Coast Guard Reserva
assigned to units in the Selected Reserve are
required to perform the training prescribed
in section 270(a) (1) of title 10.”

(2) The following new item is inserted in
the analysis of chapter 21:

“762b. Coast Guard Reserve: Selected Re-
serve.”

Sec. 103. Title 10, United States Code, is
amended as follows:

(1) The text of section 3212 is amended
to read as follows:

“The authorized strength in grade as pre-
scribed by or under this chapter is auto-
matically increased to the minimum extent
necessary and to give effect to each appoint-
ment—

“(1) in a regular grade under section 541,
1211(a), 3036, 3208, 3209, 3304, or 4353 of this
title; or

“(2) in a reserve grade, not above lleuten-

ant colonel, under section 1211(a), 8365(a),
3366, 3383, or 3385 of this title, to fill pre-
scribed mobilization or active duty require-
ments.
An authorized strength so Increased is in-
creased for no other purpose. While he holds
that grade the officer whose appointment
caused the increase is counted for the pur-
pose of determining when appointments not
authorized by clauses (1) and (2) may be
made.”

(2) Bection 3383(e) is repealed,.

(3) The text of section 8212 is amended to
read as follows:

“The authorized strength in grade as pre-
scribed by or under this chapter is auto-
matically increased to the minimum extent
necessary and to give effect to each appoint-
ment—-

“(1) in a regular grade under section 541,
1211(a), 8208, 8299, or 9353 of this title; or

*“{2) in a reserve grade, not above lieuten-
ant colonel under section 1211(a), 8365 (a)
and (c¢), 8366 (a) and (d), 8370 (a) or (c),
8372(b), 8374, 8375, 8376, 8380, or 8381 of
this title, to fill prescribed mobilization or
active duty requirements.

An authorized strength so increased is in-
creased for no other purpose. While he holds
that grade the officer whose appointment
caused the increase is counted for the pur-
pose of determining when appointments not

Selected
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authorized by clauses (1) and (2) may be
made.”

Sec. 104. Section 404(a) of title 87, United
States Code, is amended by striking out the
word “and” at the end of clause (2), striking
out the period at the end of clause (3) and
inserting in place thereof the word *; and”,
and adding the following new clause:

“(4) when away from home to perform
duty, including duty to be performed by a
member of the Army National Guard of the
United States or the Air National Guard of
the United States in his status as a mem-
ber of the National Guard, for which he is
entitled to, or has waived, pay under this
title."

Bec. 105. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the President may, without
the consent of the member concerned, and
on certifying the necessity therefor to the
Congress, order to actlve duty any member
of the Ready Reserve of an armed force
who—

(1) is not assigned to, or participating
satisfactorily in, a unit in the Selected Re-
serve, and

(2) has not fulfilled his statutory reserve
obligation, and

(3) has not served on active duty or ac-
tive duty for training for a total of twenty-
four months.

(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of any
other law, until June 30, 1968, the President
may, without the consent of the member
concerned, and on certifying the necessity
therefor to the Congress, order to active
duty any member of the Ready Reserve of an
armed force who had become a member of a
reserve component prior to July 1, 1966; and
who

(1) has not served on active duty or active
duty for training for a period of one hundred
and twenty days or more, and

(2) has not fulfilled his statutory reserve
military obligation.

(c) A member ordered to active duty un-
der this section may be required to serve on
active duty until his total service on active
duty or active duty for training equals
twenty-four months. If the enlistment or
period of military service of a member of
the Ready Reserve ordered to active duty
under subsections (a) or (b) of this section
would expire before he has served the re-
quired period of active duty presecribed here-
in, his enlistment or period of military
service may be extended until that service on
active duty has been completed.

(d) In order to achieve fair treatment as
between members in the Ready Reserve who
are being considered for active duty under
this section, appropriate consideration shall
be given to—

(1) family responsibilities; and

(2) employment necessary to maintain the
national health, safety, or interest.

Sec. 106. Title 82, United States Code, is
amended as follows:

(1) Section 101(1) is amended by adding
the following new sentence at the end: “How-
ever, for purposes of this title and other
laws relating to the militia, the National
Guard, the Army National Guard of the
United States, and the Air National Guard
of the United States, 'Territory’ includes
the Virgin Islands.”

(2) Section 305 is amended—

(A) by striking out “(a) Except as pro-
vided in subsection (b), only male persons"
and inserting in place thereof “Persons";

(B) by striking out subsection (b).

(8) The last sentence of section 602(b) is
amended to read as follows: “However, to
have a series of formations credited as an
assembly for drill and instruction, all parts
of the unit must be Included in the serles
within 30 consecutive days.”

Bec. 107. SBectlon 6(c) (2) (A) of the Uni-
versal Military Training and Service Act, as
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amended, is amended by inserting the words
“or the equivalent training prescribed un-
der section 511(d) of title 10, United States
Code,” after the words “four consecutive
months” in the second sentence thereof.

Bec. 108, The provisions of title I of this
Act shall become effective on the first day of
the month following enactment with the ex-
ception of clauses 18, 20, and 256 of section
101, and clause 1 of section 102 which will
become effective on July 1, 1967.

TITLE II—NATIONAL GUARD TECHNICIANS

Sec. 201. This title may be cited as the
“National Guard Technicians Benefits Act".

Sec. 202, Title 32, United States Code, is
amended as follows:

(1) Section 709 is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“§ 709. Technicians: employment, use, status

“(a) Under regulations prescribed by the
Becretary of the Army or Secretary of the
Air Force, as the case may be, persons may
be employed in—

“(1) the administration and training of
the National Guard;

“(2) the maintenance ana repair of sup-
plies issued to the National Guard or the
armed forces; and

“(8) the performance of such other duties
as the Secretary concerned may prescribe.

“(b) Except as prescribed by the Secretary
concerned, a techniclan employed under sub-
section (a) shall, while so employed, be a
member of the National Guard and hold
the military grade specified by the Secretary
concerned for that position.

“(e) The Becretary concerned shall desig-
nate the adjutants general referred to in
section 314 of this title, or other appropriate
persons, to employ the techniclans autho-
rized by this section.

“(d) A technician employed under subsec-
tion (a) is an employee of the Department
of the Army or the Department of the Air
Force, as the case may be, and an employee
of the United States. However, a position
authorized by this section is outside the
competitive civil service if the technician
employed therein is required under subsec-
fion (b) to be a member of the National
Guard.

“(e) Notwithstanding sections 673c and
913 of title 5 or any other provision of law,
the Secretary concerned may, in the case
of technicians assigned to perform opera-
tional duties at alr defense sites—

*(1) prescribe the hours of duties;

“({2) fix the rates of basic compensation;
and

“(3) fix the rates of additional compensa-
tion;
to reflect unusual tours of duty, ir-
regular additional duty, and work on days
that are ordinarily nonworkdays. Addi-
tional compensation under this subsection
may be fixed on an annual basis, but no
rate of additional compensation on an an-
nual basis may exceed 256 percent of the rate
of basic compensation.

“(f) The limitation on the number of per-
manent employees prescribed by section
1310 of the Supplemental Appropriation Act,
1952, as amended (5 U.S.C. 43 note), is not
applicable to technicians employed under
this section.”

(2) The analysis of chapter 7 is amended
by striking out the following item:

“709. Caretakers and clerks.”

and inserting in place thereof the following
item:

“709. Technicians: employment, use, status.”

(3) Sectlion T15(a) is amended by striking
out “caused by a person employed under sec-
tion 709 of this title acting within the scope
of his employment;”".

Sec. 203. (a) A claim accrued under sec-
tion 715 of title 32, United States Code, be-
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fore the effective date of title IT of this Act
by reason of the act or omission of a person
employed under section 709 of title 32, United
States Code, may, If otherwise allowable, be
settled and pald under section T15 of title
82, United States Code.

(b) Notwithstanding any law, rule, regu-
lation, or decision to the contrary, the posi-
tions of persons employed under section 709
of title 32, United States Code, existing on
the day before the effective date of title IT
of this Act, and the persons holding those
positions on that day, shall, on and after
that effective date, be considered to be posi-
tions in and employees of the Department of
the Army or the Department of the Air
Force, as the case may be, to the same ex-
tend as other positions in and employees of
the Department of the Army or the Depart-
ment of the Air Force. Such positions shall
be outside the competitive civil service, if,
as a condition of employment, the persons
employed therein were, on the day before the
effective date of title IT of this Act, required
to be members of the Army National Guard
or the Air National Guard.

{c) All satisfactory service under sectlon
709 of title 32, United States Code, or prlor
corresponding provision of law before the
effective date of title II of this Act shall be
included and credited in the determination
of length of service for the purposes of leave,
veteran's preference, group life and health
insurance, seniority, tenure, training, status,
and other rights and benefits of employees
of the United States. The Secretary of the
Army and the Secretary of the Air Force,
as the case may be, or their designees, shall
certify to the Government authority con-
cerned the amount of satisfactory service
to be included and credited for the purpose
of employment rights and benefits. Such
Government authority is authorized and
directed to accept that certification.

(d) Annual leave and sick leave to which
a technician was entitled on the day before
the conversion of his position, as provided
in section 204 of this Act, shall be credited
to him in his new position.

Sec. 204. (a) The first sentence of section
3(a) of the Civil Service Retirement Act, as
amended (5 U.S.C. 2253(a)), is amendéd to
read as follows: “An employee's service for
the purpose of this Act includes service ns
(1) a substitute in the postal field service,
or (2) a person employed under section 709
of title 32, United States Code, or any prior
corresponding provision of law, and shall
be credited from the date of original em-
ployment to the date of the separation upon
which title to annuity is based in the civilian
service of the Government."”

(b) Notwithstanding section T08(d) of
title 32, United States Code, a person who,
on the date of enactment of title II of this
Act, is employed under section 708 of title
32, United States Code, and is covered by an
employee retirement system of, or plan spon=-
sored by, a State or Puerto Rico, may elect,
not later than the effective date of title IT
of this Act, not to be covered by the Civil
Service Retirement Act, as amended (56
U.S.C. 2251 et seq.), and with the consent
of the State concerned or Puerto Rico, to
remain covered by the employee retirement
system of, or plan sponsored by, that State
or Puerto Rico. Unless such an election,
together with a statement of approval by the
State concerned or Puerto Rico, is filed with
the United States Civil Service Commission
on or before the effective date of title IT of
this Act, the person concerned is covered
by the Civil Service Retirement Act as of that
date. In the case of any person who flles
a valid election under this subsection to re-
main covered by an employee retirement
system of, or plan sponsored by, a State or
Puerto Rico, the United States may pay the
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amount of the employer's contributions to
that system or plan that become due for
periods beginning on or after the effective
date of title II of this Act. However, the
payment by the United States, including any
contribution that may be made by the
United States toward the employer's tax
imposed by section 3111(a) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954, as amended (26 U.S.C.
8111(a) ), may not exceed the payment which
the United States would otherwise make on
behalf of the person to the civil service re-
tirement and disability fund under section
4(a) of the Civll Service Retirement Act, as
amended (5 U.S.C. 2254(a)). The service
under section 709 of title 32, United States
Code, or prior corresponding provision of
law, of a person who has made an election
to remain covered by the employee retire-
ment system of, or plan sponsored by, a
State or Puerto Rico, shall not be creditable
toward eligibility for or amount of annuity
under the Civil Service Retirement Act, as
amended.

Sec. 205. The fourth sentence of section
218(b) (6) of the Social Securlty Act, as
amended (42 U.S.C. 418(b) (5) ), is amended
to read as follows: “Persons employed under
section T09 of title 32, United States Code,
who elected under section 204(b) of the
Act enacting this amended sentence to re-
main covered by an employee retirement
system of, or plan sponsored by, a State,
shall, for the purposes of this Act, be em-
ployees of the State and (notwithstanding
the preceding provisions of this paragraph),
shall be deemed to be a separate coverage
group.”

BEc. 206. (a) Exc.pt as provided in section
T09(e) of title 32, United States Code, the
Secretary concerned shall fix the rate of basic
compensation of positions existing on the
date of enactment of title IT of this Act in
accordance with the General Schedule of the
Classification Act of 1949, as amended, or
under the appropriate prevailing rate sched-
ule in accordance with section 202(7)
of that Act (5 U.S.C. 1082(7) ), as applicable,
In fixing such rate:

(1) If the techniclan is recelving a rate of
basic compensation which is less than the
minimum rate of the appropriate grade of
the General Schedule, or which is less than
the minimum rate of the appropriate grade
or compensation level of the appropriate pre-
vailing rate schedule, as applicable, in which
his position is placed, his basic compensa-
tion shall be increased to that minimum rate.

(2) If the techniclan is receiving a rate
of basic compensation which is equal to a
rate of the appropriate grade of the General
Schedule, or which is equal to a rate of the
appropriate grade or compensation level un-
der the appropriate prevalling rate schedule,
as applicable, in which his position is placed,
he shall recelve basic compensation at that
rate of the General Schedule, or at that rate
under the prevalling rate schedule, If ap-
plicable,

(3) If the technician is receiving a rate of
basic compensation which is between two
rates of the appropriate grade of the General
Schedule, or which is between two rates of
the appropriate grade or compensation level
under the appropriate prevailing rate sched-
ule, as applicable, in which his position is
placed, he shall receive basic compensation
at the higher of those two rates under the
General Schedule or appropriate prevailing
rate schedule, as applicable,

(4) If the techniclan is recelving a rate of
basic compensation which is in excess of the
maximum rate of the appropriate grade of
the General Schedule, or which is in excess
of the maximum rate of the appropriate
grade or compensation level of the appropri-
ate prevailing rate schedule, as applicable, in
which his position is placed, he shall con-
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tinue to receive basic compensation without
change in rate until—

(A) he leaves that position, or

(B) he is entitled to receive basic compen-
sation at a higher rate,
but, when any such position becomes vacant,
the rate of basic compensation of any subse-
‘quent appointee thereto shall be fixed in the
manner provided by applicable law and regu-
lation.

(b) The conversion of positions and em-
ployees to appropriate grades of the General
Schedule of the Classification Act of 1949,
as amended, and the initial adjustment of
rates of basic compensation of those posi-
tions and technicians, provided for by title
II of this Act, shall not be considered to
be transfers or promotions within the mean-
ing of section 802(b) of that Act (5 U.S.C.
1132(b)) and the regulations issued there-
under.

(¢) Each technician on the eflective date
of title II of this Act whose position is con-
verted to the General Schedule of the Classi-
fication Act of 1949, as amended, or to the
appropriate prevailing rate schedule, as ap-
plicable, who prior to the initial adjustment
of his rate of basic compensation under sub-
section (a) of this section, has earned, but
has not been credited with, an increase in
that rate, shall be granted credit for such
increase before his rate of basic compensa-
tion is initially adjusted under that sub-
section,

(d) Each technician on the effective date
of title IT of this Act whose position is so
converted shall be granted credit, for pur-
poses of his first step increase under such
General Schedule or prevailing rate sched-
ule, for all satisfactory service performed by
him since his last increase in compensation
prior to the initial adjustment of his rate
of basic compensation under subsection (a)
of this section.

(e) An increase in rate of basic compensa-
tion by reason of the enactment of subsec-
tion (a) of this section shall not be con-
sidered to be an equivalent increase with
respect to step increases for technicians
whose positions are converted to the Gen-
eral Schedule of the Classification Act of
1949, as amended, or the appropriate pre-
vailing rate schedule under authority of this
section.

SEc. 207. This title becomes effective July
1, 1967, except that no deductions or with-
holding from salary which result therefrom
ghall commence before the first day of the
first pay period that begins on or after July
1, 1967. This title shall be administered
under uniform regulations jointly prescribed
by the Secretary of the Army and the Secre-
tary of the Air Force and approved by the
Secretary of Defense.

Mr. HEBERT (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that further reading of the commitiee
amendment be dispensed with and that
it be open for amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HEBERT

Mr, HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HEserT: On page
51, delete the sentence beginning on line 19
and ending on line 23, and substitute the
following:

“Each person enlisted under this subsec-
tion shall perform an initial period of active
duty for training of not less than four
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months to commence within one hundred
and eighty days after the date of that en-
listment.”

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is merely to correct a print-
er's error in the bill. It is just a tech-
nical amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Louisiana.

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. NEDZI

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. NEpzi: On page
63, line 3, after “(1)" strike out “260,000”
and insert in lieu thereof '200,000".

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. Nepz1] is recognized
for 5 minutes in support of his amend-
ment.

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Chairman, I have
previously explained what the object of
my amendment is. This is to bring the
bill in conformity with the testimony and
evidence as presented to the Committee
on Armed Services with respect to the
need for Reserve Forces at this time. It
does nothing to the President’s right to
call up the Reserve. It does nothing to
the National Guard technicians portion
of the bill. It merely reduces the total
number of Reserves by 60,000.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr, Chairman, I do so with the one
comment that it is very hard to under-
stand how the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. Nepzr] refuses to accept a figure
without testimony but submits his own
figure without testimony.

I urge that the amendment be de-
feated.

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word and I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. Nepz1].

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee substitute amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Fascerr, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 17195) to amend titles 10, 14, 32,
and 37, United States Code, to strengthen
the Reserve Components of the Armed
Forces, and clarify the status of National
Guard technicians, and for other pur-
poses, pursuant to House Resolution 1009,
he reported the bill back to the House
with an amendment adopted by the Com-
mittee of the Whole.
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The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the engrossment and third reading of the
bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

The SPEAKER. For what purpose
does the gentleman from Michigan rise?

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Isthe gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Speaker, I am op-
posed to the bill in this form.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman guali-
fies. The Clerk will report the motion
to recommit,

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. NEpz1 moves to recommit the bill HR.
17195 to the Committee on Armed Services
with instructions to strike out on page 63,
line 3, *260,000” and insert *“200,000” in lien
thereof, and report the same back to the
House forthwith.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the previous question is ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion to recommit.

The motion to recommit was rejected.

The SPEAKER. The guestion is on
the passage of the bill.

The question was taken, and the
Speaker announced that the yeas ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 332, nays 6, not voting 94,
as follows:

[Roll No. 298]
YEAS—332

Abbitt Broyhill, Va. de la Garza
Adair Buchanan Delaney
Addabbo Burke Derwinski
Anderson, Ill. Burleson Devine
Andrews, Burton, Utah  Diggs

George W. Byrne, Pa. Dingell
Andrews, Byrnes, Wis. Dole

N. Dak, Cabell Donohue
Annunzio Cahill Dorn
Arends Carey Dow
Ashbrook Casey Dowdy
Ashley Cederberg Downing
Ashmore Chamberlain  Dulski
Ayres Chelf Duncan, Tenn.
Bandstra Clancy Dwyer
Baring Clark Edwards, Ala,
Bates Clausen, Erlenborn
Battin Don H. Everett
Beckworth Clawson, Del Farnum
Belcher Cleveland Fascell
Bell Clevenger Feighan
Bennett Cohelan Findley
Berry Collier Fino
Betts Colmer Flynt
Blatnik Conable Fogarty
Boggs Cooley v
Boland Corbett Ford, Gerald R
Bolton Cramer Ford,
Bow Culver ‘William D
Brademas Cunningham Fountain
Bray Curtin T
Brock Curtis Frelinghuysen
Brooks Daddario Friedel
Broomfield Dague Fulton, Pa.
Brown, Clar- Daniels Fulton, Tenn.

ence J., Jr. Davis, Wis. Fuqua
Broyhill, N.C. Dawson Gathings




Gettys McCulloch Rogers, Fla.
Giaimo McDowell Ronan
Gibbons McFall Rooney, N.Y

ilbert McGrath Rosenthal
Gilligan McVicker Rostenkowslkl
Gonzalez Macdonald Roudebush
Goodell MacGregor Roush
Grabowskl Machen Batterfield
Green, Oreg. Mackie Saylor
Green, Pa. Madden Scheuer
Greigg Mahon Schisler
Grider Mailliard Schmidhauser
Griffiths Marsh Schneebeli
Gross Martin, Nebr. Schweiker
Grover Matsunaga Secrest
Gubser Matthews Selden
Gurney May Shipley
Hagen, Calif, Meeds Shriver
Haley Michel Bickles
Hall Mills Slkes
Halleck Minish Sisk
Halpern Mink Skubitz
Hamilton Minshall Smith, Calif.
Hanley 1ze Smith, Iowa
Hansen, Idaho Monagan Smith, N.Y
Hansen, Jowa Moore Springer
Hansen, Wash, Moorhead Staff.
Hardy Morgan Staggers
Harsha Morris Stanton
Harvey, Mich. Morse
Hathaway Morton Stephens
Hébert Mosher Stubblefield
Hechler Multer Sullivan
Helstoskl Murphy, Il Sweeney
Henderson Murphy, N.Y. Talcott
Herlong Natcher Taylor
Hicks Nedzi Teague, Calif.
Holifield Nelsen Teague, Tex,
Horton ix Tenzer
Hosmer O'Brien Thomas
Howard O'Hara, 11 Thomson, Wis.
Hull Olsen, Mont Todd
Huot Olson, Minn, Trimble
Hutchinson O'Neal, Ga Tuck
Tchord O'Neill, Mass. Tunney
Irwin Ottinger Tupper
Jarman Passman Tuten
Jennings Patten Utt
Joelson Pelly Van Deerlin
Johnson, Calif. Pepper Vanik
Johnson, Okla, Perkins Vigorito
Johnson, Pa.  Philbin Vivian
Jonas Pickle Waggonner
Jones, Ala. Pike Waldie
Jones, Mo. Pirnie Walker, N. Mex.
Jones, N.C, Poage Watkins
Karsten Poff Watson
Karth Powell Weltner
Keith Price ‘Whalley
Kelly Pucinski White, Idaho
Keogh Quie ‘White, Tex
King, Calif. Randall Whitener
King, Utah Redlin Whitten
Kornegay Rees Widnall
Krebs Reid, 111. Williams
Lafird Reid, N.Y. Wilson,
Landrum Reifel Charles H
Langen Resnick ‘Wolil
Latta Reuss Wright
Lennon Rhodes, Ariz. Wyatt
Lipscomb Rhodes, Pa. Wydler
Long, La. Rivers, S.C. Yates
Long, Md. Roberts Young
Love Robison Younger
MecCarthy Rodino Zablocki
McClory Rogers, Colo.

NAYS—6
Burton, Calif. Kupferman Ryan
Kastenmeier Race Stalbaum
NOT VOTING—94

Abernethy Corman Gallagher
Adams Craley Garmatz
Albert Davls, Ga. Gray
Anderson, Dent Hagan, Ga.

Tenn. Denton Hanna
Andrews, Dickinson Harvey, Ind.

Glenn Duncan, Oreg. Hawkins
Aspinall Dyal Hays
Barrett Edmondson Holland
Bingham Edwards, Callf. Hungate
Bolling Edwards, La. Jacobs
Brown, Calif. Ellswort Kee
Callan Evans, Colo. King, N.Y.
Callaway Evins, Tenn. Kirwan
Cameron Fallon Kluczynski
Carter Farbstein EKunkel
Celler Farnsley Leggett
Conte Fisher McDade
Conyers Flood McEwen
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McMillan Pool Senner

Mackay Purcell Slack

Martin, Ala. Quillen Smith, Va.

Martin, Mass, Reinecke Stratton

Mathias Rivers, Alaska Thompson, N.J.

Miller Rogers, Tex, ‘Thompson, Tex,

Moeller Roncalio Toll

Morrison Rooney, Pa. Udall

Moss Roybal Ullman

Murray Rumsfeld Walker, Miss,

O’Hara, Mich. St Germain Watts

O'Konsk{ Bt. Onge Willis

Patman Scott Wilson, Bob
So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Stratton with Mr. Martin of Massachu-
setts.

Mr. Farbstein with Mr. Ellsworth.

Mr. Davis of Georgia with Mr. Glenn An-
drews.

Mr. Morrison with Mr. Walker of Missis-
sippl.

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.

Hungate with Mr. Kunkel.
Albert with Mr. Conte.
Aspinall with Mr. King of New York.
Corman with Mr. Bob Wilson.
Miller with Mr. McDade,
Dyal with Mr. Reinecke.
Kluczynski with Mr. Rumsfeld.
Mr. 8t Germalin with Mr. Carter.
Mr. Hagan of Georgla with Mr. Martin of
Alabama.
‘Willls with Mr. McEwen.
Smith of Virginia with Mr. O'Konski,
Senner with Mr. Fisher.
Roncalio with Mr. McMillan.
Gray with Mr, Rogers of Texas.
Hays with Mr. Cameron,
Evans of Colorado with Mr. Quillen.
Pool with Mr. Hanna.
Watts with Mr. Toll.
Mackay with Mr. Callaway.
Moeller with Mr. Jacobs.
. Leggett with Mr. Roybal,
Mr. Edwards of Louisiana
Mathias.
Mr. Thompson of New Jersey with Mr.
Harvey of Indiana.
Mr. Dent with Mr, Dickinson.
Mr. Holland with Mr. Abernethy.
Mr. Denton with Mr. Barrett.
Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Eee.
Mr. Fallon with Mr. Rooney of Pennsyl-
vania.
Mr. Garmatz with Mr. Edwards of Cali-
fornia.
Mr. Gallagher with Mr. Edmondson.
Mr. Hawkins with Mr. Duncan of Oregon.
Mr. Bingham with Mr. Conyers.
Mr. Kirwan with Mr. O'Hara of Michigan,
Mr. Moss with Mr. Patman,
Mr. Purcell with Mr. Rivers of Alaska.
Mr. Celler with Mr. Brown of California.
Mr. Callan with Mr. Scott.
Mr. St. Onge with Mr. Ullman.
Mr. Udall with Mr. Flood,
Mr, Adams with Mr. Anderson of Ten-
nessee,
Mr. Slack with Mr. Craley.

Mr. DIGGS changed his vote from
“ﬂay" m lcyea‘l!

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table,

g
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with Mr.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days in which to ex-
tend their remarks on the bill just
passed.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Loui-
slana?

There was no objection.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE ORGA-
NIZATION OF THE CONGRESS

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr, Speaker, I am
pleased to announce another milestone
in the work of the Joint Committee on
the Organization of the Congress.

Today, the distinguished cochairman
of the joint committee, Senator A. S.
Mike MoNRrRONEY, has introduced in the
other body the Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1966. My colleague and
ranking Republican member of the joint
committee, Representative THomaAs B.
CurTis, is introducing virtually identical
legislation in the House of Representa-
tives today. This gives me the occasion
to report to the House on the status of
this highly important work.

The Joint Committee on the Organiza-
tion of the Congress filed its final report
on July 28, 1966. The report contained
over 100 separate individual recom-
mendations for improvements of con-
gressional machinery. It was the prod-
uct of 17 months of effort—including 5
months of hearings during which 191
witnesses, including more than 100 Mem-
bers of Congress, presented their views
on congressional reform. The report of
this 12-member, bipartisan joint com-
mittee was unanimous.

On August 18, I introduced H.R. 17138
incorporating the recommendations of
the joint committee. Under Senate pro-
cedures, it was necessary for our Senate
colleagues on the joint committee to ask
for a resolution giving them legislative
authority as a special committee to re-
port an omnibus reorganization bill.
This resolution—Senate Resolution 293—
was reported favorably by the Senate
Rules and Administration Committee
and unanimously agreed to by the Senate
on August 26. However, the Senate
Rules Committee amended the resolution
to direct the special committee to receive
the views of chairmen and ranking mi-
nority members of the standing com-
mittees of the Senate before reporting
the bill.

The special committee immediately
commenced hearings for appearances by
chairmen and ranking minority members
as provided by the resolution. Those
hearings have been concluded and some
modifications made in the language of
the bill to clarify the joint committee’s
position on questions raised in this testi-
mony. The committee met last Monday
to approve the bill and its report.

Today, Senator MonrONEY requested
the Senate leadership to give every pos-
sible consideration to calling the bill up
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for floor action as quickly as possible.
He pointed out that this legislation was
also pending in the House of Representa-
tives and the need for both Houses to
work their will on the measure prior to
adjournment. I am most hopeful that
it will be possible to do so.

This past week I sent many of you
copies of editorials which had appeared
in newspapers, large and small, scattered
over the county. This press comment
indicates a clear public awareness of the
issues of congressional reform. I believe
the American people expect us to take
action this session—and that they have
a right to expect us to. I urge the sup-
port of every Member of the House in the
consideration and passage of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1966.

EIGHTY-NINTH CONGRESS HAS
ASSURED CONSERVATION PROG-
RESS

Mr. SECREST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the REcorp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. SECREST. Mr. Speaker, in these
waning days of the great conservation-
minded 89th Congress tribute is due those
who have worked to bring new life to
the land and water resources of the
Nation.

The 89th has written an imposing
record of legislation aimed at preserving
this rich and vital heritage. The
Appalachian Regional Development Act,
the Rural Water and Sanitation Facili-
ties Act, the Water Resources Planning
Act, the Water Quality Act, among
many other pieces of legislation relating
to land and water conservation and
development, and rural life improvement,
have come from the Halls of this Con-
gress. I am indeed proud to have had
a part in these historical determina-
tions.

But the accomplishments at the na-
tional level have their roots in home soil.
Programs authorized under congres-
sional acts can be successful only with
firm local support, participation, and
determination. I am satisfied that we
have a firm base of operations to assure
the success of the soil and water con-
servation and development effort in
Ohio.

The nearly 62,000 rural land owners
and operators who are soil conservation
district cooperators in the State attest
to it. So does the fact that all the farms
in the State, embracing 25 million acres
of land, are in organized soil conserva-
tion districts.

The wide base of support for soil and
water resource conservation in Ohio is
further indicated in the State appropria-
tion of nearly half a million dollars in
support of this effort for fiscal year 1966;
and in the value of local contributions
to help carry out the program of soil
conservation districts amounting to
$223,000 in fiscal 1966.

Eighteen business enterprises were
established or expanded their operations
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in Ohio last year as a result of soil and
water conservation work.

More than 4,800 nonfarm landowners
and operators received technical assist-
ance through soil conservation districts
during fiscal year 1965 in rural fringe de-
velopments serving expanding urban
areas.

I believe these are important facts to
consider as we prepare to close the book
on the 89th Congress. We can, I think,
be satisfied that we have strengthened
the base from which future programs of
soil and water conservation may be
launched, as required in the national in-
terest.

Broad and devoted interest in the con-
servation of our land and water resources
is essential to national progress and pros-
perity. Recognition of this fact is re-
flected in the support Congress has con-
sistently given to wise conservation pro-
grams, and indeed, in the provision of
new programs as the need for them has
been identified. It is reflected in the
support given by State and local govern-
ments, and by the initiative and partici-
pation at the local level where it counts
most.

MAJOR CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE
NATIONAL DEFENSE BY THE BE-
NEVOLENT AND PROTECTIVE OR-
DER OF ELKS OF THE U.S.A,

Mr. SECREST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the REcorp and include
extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. SECREST. Mr. Speaker, the Be-
nevolent and Protective Order of Elks is
one of the great fraternal organizations
in our country. I am proud of the fact
that I have been a member for many
years.

The National Memorial and Publica-
tion Commission has set forth the fol-
lowing major contributions to the na-
tional defense that have been made dur-
ing World War I, World War II, the
Korean war, and now in Vietnam. This
record is one for which every person in
our country should be grateful:

MaJor CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE NATIONAL DE-
FENSE BY THE BENEVOLENT AND PROTECTIVE
OrpER oF ELES oF THE U.S.A.

WORLD WAR I

The Grand Lodge in July 1917 created a
War Relief Commission to direct activities on
behalf of the Nation's war effort, and appro-
priated $1,000,000 to finance these activities.
Another million dollars was appropriated in
1918.

The War Commission organized and
equipped the first two base hospitals to reach
the battle area in France. Unit No. 41 was
staffed by faculty and alumni of the Uni-
versity of Virginia and Unit No. 46 was staffed
by faculty and alumni of the University of
Oregon.

The Commission constructed a 700-bed Re-
construction Hospital at Boston to care for
returned wounded, and gave it to the Gov-
ernment in 1918. It was the first such hos-
pital in the United States.
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The Commission made 40,000 loans to fi-
nance vocational rehabilitation education
for disabled veterans ineligible for help under
the Government’s program, or awaiting ap-
proval of their applications. All loans were
repaid save for a few cases where death or
other circumstances prevented it.

WORLD WAR II

The Elks National Defense Commission
and its successor, the Elks War Commission,
directed the Order's efforts from July, 1940
to the end of hostilities, when responsibility
for cooperation with the National Defense
was given to the Elks National Service Com-
mission,

From 1940 to 1946 the Grand Lodge spent
$1,600,000 on programs in support of the Na-
tion’s defense, and Subordinate Lodges spent
hundreds of thousands of dollars more.
Some of the Order’s contributions during this
period:

A composite portrait of Uncle Sam was
commissioned and presented to President
Roosevelt for use as a patriotic poster. The
painting also was the basis for an essay con-
test conducted among high school students
on the subject, “What Uncle Sam Means to
Ma".

To ald recruitment of flying cadets for the
Army, more than 400 Lodges conducted re-
fresher courses that enabled thousands of
young men to qualify for training.

In 1942, the Adjutant General of the Army
asked the Order to help recruit 45,000 men
for Air Corps ground crews. Community re-
cruitment programs organized by Subordi-
nate Lodges were so successful that in a short
time the Adjutant General notified the War
Commission that 97,000 men had been re-
cruited.

As a result of the Order's successful re-
crulting efforts for the Army, the Secretary of
the Navy asked for our help in recruiting for
the Naval Air Corps, and again our Subordi-
nate Lodges met the need.

When the Army and Navy desperately
needed construction specialists for the En-
gineers and Seabees, the Services decided on
a joint recruitment campaign and requested
the help of the Elks, the only civilian organi-
zation to take part in the program. So suc-
cessful were our Lodge's efforts that the
number of men needed was obtained three
months ahead of schedule.

The Order operated 155 fraternal centers
adjacent to training camps and stations of-
fering wholesome entertainment, relaxation,
recreation and refreshments to military per-
sonnel. Over a million Allied servicemen
and women were guests of the center in New
York City alone.

Thousands of gift boxes containing smok-
er's supplies, candy, shaving equipment,
handkerchiefs and other items were sent to
Elks and their buddies in the Armed Forces.

Elks lodges collected and donated to the
Merchant Marine several hundred thousand
books.

Thousands of pairs of slippers were pro-
duced for the Elks and supplied to hospital-
ized servicemen.

The Order sponsored a “Write ’em A Let-
ter" campaign to maintain communications
between home and men in the Armed Forces
and sustain morale. To promote the cam-
paign, a cartoon contest was conducted
among members of the Armed Forces. Win-
ner of second prize was Private Bill Mauldin,
45th Division.

Elks sent millions of cigarettes and huge
quantities of other smoking materials to our
Armed Forces, In one year alone, nearly
16,000,000 cigarettes and more than 700,000
packages of tobacco were sent.

POSTWAR PERIOD
The Order of Elks has pledged that so

long as there is a disabled veteran in a hos-
pital, they will not forget him. That pledge



23444

is being redeemed by a year round program
of recreation and entertainment in every
veterans' hospital in the country.

In addition, Elks collect and distribute to
veterans' hospitals hides and leather, clocks,
watches and electrical equipment for use by
patients in occupational therapy.

In 1951, the Secretary of Defense appealed
to the Order of Elks to help procure blood
desperately needed by our wounded in Korea.
Within a few months, our Lodges procured
nearly 600,000 pints of blood.

In 1965, the Elks National Service Commis-
slon began a “Letters from Home"” campaign
on behalf of our fighting men in South Viet
Nam. Elks Lodges were asked to . develop
and distribute lists of names of men from
their community in Viet Nam and ask all
citizens to write them letters of understand-
ing of our purpose in Viet Nam and support
for them.

LIFE INSURANCE FOR MEMBERS OF
ARMED FORCES

Mr. TODD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. TODD. Mr. Speaker, the present
life insurance plan for members of our
Armed Forces is inadequate and anti-
quated.

Our Government first instituted a life
insurance plan in 1917, when this Nation
entered World War I. It provided a
maximum of $10,000 coverage for a mem-
ber of the Armed Forces.

The Government has extended and
continued to the present the practice of
making life insurance available to mem-
bers of our Armed Forces at reduced
rates. However, the $10,000 maximum
that was established in 1917 is still the
limit today.

This is unfair, We are not living to-
day by 1917 standards. I believe that it
is wrong to ask a person to serve his na-
tion and then for his nation to not be
willing to provide him with realistic
benefits.

I have today introduced a bill that
would increase the maximum life in-
surance limits to $25,000. This is the
amount that today would equal the buy-
ing power of $10,000 in 1917 dollars. In
other words, adjusting $10,000 of 1917
dollars to the Consumer Price Index as of
1966 equals $25,000.

This bill would guarantee our soldiers
what they were originally given 49 years
ago. To do anything to the contrary
would be grossly unfair.

This bill will not put the Government
in the insurance business. The Gov-
ernment will contract with insurance
companies for group life insurance poli-
cies, and soldier and the Government
will share the premiums, as is now the

case.

Presently the cost for $10,000 of life
insurance is $2 per month. I am
hopeful that the revised premiums will

continue to be as economical for the

amount of insurance received.
It should be noted that this figure of
$2 per month for $10,000 represents a
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premium equivalent to what the average
serviceman would be paying in civilian
life for life insurance, without the war
risk premium. Naturally, as the armed
services are a very large group, the Gov-
ernment can obtain very low rates. The
Government then pays the amount of
the premium that would normally be
added on due to the war risk dangers.
This risk is what the Government is ask-
ing the individual to expose himself to,
and it is very fair and logical that the
Government should pay this part of the
premium,

My bill will achieve five purposes that
will benefit the serviceman and his de-
pendents.

First, it will raise the present limit to
$25,000. This will be available to all
members of the armed services, regard-
less of rank or years of service.

Second, nothing is being forced on
anyone. The serviceman may choose to
insure himself for lesser amounts in mul-
tiples of $5,000, or he may choose not to
insure himself at all. This is strictly the
individual’s choice.

Third, the individual may choose to
raise his limits at any time, if he has pre-
viously chosen a reduced coverage. Only
a routine physical examination will be
required. Many servicemen may choose
to do this prior to being assigned over-
seas. If the individual at one time
chooses to waive insurance altogther, he
may still elect at any time to insure him-
self. This means that the serviceman
and his dependents will not be made to
suffer for a mistake in judgment, or due
to cirecumstances beyond his control, such
as reassignment.

Fourth, all persons entering the serv-
ice will have automatic $25,000 coverage
upon going on duty, unless they specify
otherwise.

Fifth, the life insurance will be con-
vertible upon leaving the service, and
will be with the same private insurance
company that the individual had his
policy with when he was in the service.

There is no question that group life
insurance for our servicemen is neces-
sary. President Eisenhower, in 1959,
drawing on his extensive experience with
the military, stated that the basic idea
of group life insurance for servicemen
was a ‘‘comprehensive, and assured sys-
tem of benefits.”

My bill, Mr. Speaker, therefore guar-
antees our servicemen the equivalent of
what was fair back in 1917. ‘The pro-
posal, if anything, is overly conservative.
It does not force anyone to buy life in-
surance, but gives him the choice to
do so.

I urge my fellow Members of Congress
to carefully consider the merits of my
bill. I am certain that after studying
this matter, swift approval will be given
to it. This measure is very necessary.

TWO AND ONE-HALF BILLION DOL-
LARS GAMBLED ON FOREIGN
LOTTERIES

Mr. FINO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-

_mous consent to address the House for 1
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minute, to revise and extend my remarks,
and to include tables.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr., FINO. Mr. Speaker, this year I
would like to once again bring to the
attention of the Members of this Con-
gress a report on gross receipts and net
incomes from government-run lotteries
around the world. These nations have
wisely discovered that lotteries can make
gambling moneys work for, rather than
against, the people. In all of these coun-
tries, the gambling spirit of its people is
legally recognized and capitalized on by
its governments.

Unfortunately, we, in the United
States, stand virtually alone among the
nations of the world in our hypocrisy in
refusing to recognize and accept the wis-
dom and advantages of a national lot-
tery. And the list of foreign nations with
lotteries gets longer each year.

Mr. Speaker, it is difficult for our tax-
payers to understand our Government’s
sanctimonious attitude about gambling
when we know that gambling in this
country is a $100-billion-a-year tax-free
monopoly which is and continues to be
the chief source of revenue to the under-
world crime syndicates.

If we had a Government-run lottery,
like our Latin American, European, and
Asian allies do with near unanimity, we
would satisfy the American thirst te

‘gamble while at the same time making

the flow of billions of dollars now
siphoned off by the underworld work in-
stead for public welfare. I think we
could expect an American lottery to bring
in gross receipts of $10 billion or so, with
commensurate profits.

In 1965, the 88 foreign countries, listed
below, took in gross receipts of almost
$2%5 billion from its legally operated gov-
ernment lotteries. The total income to
the governments came to over $875 mil-
lion which was used for hospitals,
schools, housing, welfare, charity, sci-
ence, medicare, public developments, and
other worthwhile projects.

Mr. Speaker, is it not time that we
showed similar wisdom and courage in
this country? Is it not time that we
removed the blinders and recognized the
obvious—that the urge to gamble is a
universal human trait that should be reg-
ulated and controlled for our own wel-
fare and benefit?

Why can we not profit from the lucra-
tive experience of these 88 foreign coun-
tries? I am waiting for us to have the
guts to face up to the fiscal facts of life
and capitalize on the normal gambling
spirit of our American people. I think
we ought to profit nationally from the
example of the State of New Hampshire,
which has already started to enjoy the
fiscal advantages of a government-run

lottery.

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to list the
88 foreign countries which recognize and
accept the fact that gambling is a fact
of life and should be made to work for
the public good rather than against it:
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Country Gross Net Purpose used Country Gross Net Purpose used
receipts income receipts income
. Argentina_ ... $57,200,900 | $25, 714, 654 | Public works and medical 44, Jamadea . ____._____ $703, 000 $131, 000
1, At ¥ % Bprommms‘ {7 F T SR 15, 719, 000 5, 572, 000 Pmo works, schools, and
2, Australia...........| 98,506,900 | 30,060,885 | Hospitals, charity, and osr tals.
Bydney Opara ouse. 46, Jordan 75,270 11,606 | Hospitals, junior clubs.
3. Austriat 19, 000, 000 6,200,000 | Ger 47, RS,
4. Belgium. 24, 700, 000 7, 600, Soclal wi eli'nrn 48, Seliools and development.
5. Bolivia 789, 355 347,146 | Red Cross pu]:)lic hoa!th and || 40, Welfare projects.
welfare. 50, Government insurance.
0 Braell: oo 40, 797, 000 3,477,000 | Publiecservice projects, school 51 1 Chunty. welfare, and medi-
.| _hospitals, and housing.
7. British Hondumsl 3.& 000 . agg.% Shar tl:lcs‘ g m aeMI dlmlopment program,
8. Bulgar 4 ner: urpom N neral purposes,
9. 2,400,000 | Central Jl?'f 5. 000, 000 | Health and wellare,
10. C 20, 200, 000 | National hudget &, \ , 000 | Treasury.
1. 110,000 | Scheols, hospitals. 56, 4 L 1, 000 | General revenue,
12, 200, 000 Natfonal budgel- 57. New Zealand_______ 11, 200, GO0 2,717,827 A%e;;l. wellare, research, med-
cine,
13. 1,546,000 | H. 58. Nicaragua. ......... 7, 535, 714 1, 211, 094 Hox‘mnla and social programs,
14, 2,407,000 | Col rublic health, and 59, Nigeria 42 158, 000 ical services and develop-
40, 000, 000 4,000, 000 ]Ihoslmfgr th d aged, 60, N 5, 900, 000 Gment‘;;rogr
15. Colombia. - —.__. , y omes @ POOT an . Norway._.__ enera
! and charity. 61, Panama__......... 40, 604, 677 9, 200, 000 Hospilala and public assist-
16. Costa Rica._-_..__. 11,771, 000 3,907,000 | Hospitals nmi mental instito-
tions 62, Pakistan .. ______ 7, 289, 600 6, 404, 031 Geneta! development gruject&
AT, G DI 2 s e 3, 116, 000 1, 463, 000 Deve[opnmut projects. 63. Paraguay. 1, 002, 895 158, 1356 | Child care and pnbl.tc
18, Czechoslovakia ® 4, 436, 000 1,919,000 | Hospitals, sports, and culture. 64, Peru_____ 4,200,000 §ooeoonns o - Hospital and medical
19, Denmark . 8, 804, 000 , 000 | General fund. 65. Philippin 14,034, 000 5, 630, 000 Hosg_irals Red Cross, Buy and
20, Duminim Repub- 16, 717, 000 3,011,000 | Social betterment and publie
‘works. 66. Poland 1. 3,032, 000 933, 143 | Housing and caliure.
2. chu! O e i 4,830, 000 1,886, 000 | Social a&!istanue, hospitals. 67. Portugal 24, 448, 000 7, 659, Treasury.
22, El Salvador. . 9,200, 000 1, 400, 000 | General fund. 68, Puerto Rico 62, 640, 000 14, 390, 000 | General fund.
23. 260, 000, 000 | 146,000,000 | Central Gover t ex 9. Republic of China_. 5, T84, 000 3,062,000 | General purposes.
J 770, 000 200, 000 | Welfare pur . 70. Republic of Congo_ 8§, 000 888
. 6, 477, 000 2,292,000 | Science and fine arts, opera. 7L Rumania. 133,000,000 | ____________| 50 percent of income used for
3 138, 000, 000 | 43, 000, 000 | General purposes
i 597, 000, 000 | 199, 000, 000 | Youth, sperts activities, and || 72. 00,000,000 | 45,000, 000 Un nown.
health. 73, 382, 001 55, 520 | Development program,
28. Ghana 3, 083, 000 1, 541, 000 | General fund. 74 4, 580, 000 745, 000
29, Gibraltar_ 2, 006, 200 397, 600 ousln.g education, soclal
76. 195, 00O, 000 57, 500, 000 | Red Cross and general budget,
30. Greece. .. 43,248, 000 9, 301, 000 Well'm agencies. 76, 62, 223, 000 34,748,000 | Culture and artistic purposes,
31, Guatemaln 2,365, 000 567, 000 Na{.‘!ianni theater, arts, and || 77. 3, 600, 000 1, 050, 000 J.’uhéiiu building and transpors
cultur on,
ol el ———— 261, 668 75, 000 ospitals, TR BVTIS i 1, 450, 000 450, 000 | Damascus International Fair,
L e e 2, 359, 000 1, 098, 000 Education social welfare, and || 79, Tanzania.... 328, 887 171,428 | Hospitals,
assistan 80, Thailand. 39, 000, 000 7,500,000 | General revenue.
34. Honduras_ ... _.... 21, 400, 000 1,800, 000 | Schools hospita]s, and health || 81. Togo... 480, 000 195, 840 | Redevelopment.
centers, 82, Turkey.. 9, 900, 000 , 300, 000 ury.
35, Hong Kong... 1, 516, 000 910, 000 Socinl welfare, 83, Tunisia L peE
36, Hungary.... 53, 000, 000 7, 000, 600 | (General revenue, 84, Uganda 1 714, 000 G78, 000 | 5-yvear plan.
37, Teeland___.._. 1, 548, 000 309, Housing for elderly and re- 85. Urugu 6, 715, 000 2, 046, 803 | General purposes,
search, 86. Venezuela ¥ 18, 524, 000 1, 665, 000 | Social welfare.
38, 102, 000 69,000 | Hospitals, students, and or- || 87, Vietnam. .. ... 26, 000, 000 6,300, 000 | Housing and agriculture cen-
. 13, 918, 000 4, 000, 000 | Hospitals and school: 88. Yugoslavia T 8, 023, 262 1,818,370 | Veterans, deaf and blind, Red
40, 2, 452, 000 961, 000 | Hospitals, welfare, Cross.
41. 43, 040, 000 8,781, 000 | Hi i
42, Israel. 35,000,000 | 11,000,000 | Hospitals and schools. Told ... 2, 400, 000, 000 | 875, 000, D00
43. Ttaly . __.______.| 166,000,000 | 84,000, 110311 latl]s, orphanages,  and
education.

1 Austria, 1964 figures.

2 Bolivia, 1963 fizures.

¥ British H.cmdums. 1904 figures.
4 Cambodia, 1964 figures.

b ghile, 196( ﬂsurel!!

' England, premium boud lo

Ltery.
¥ Laos—Laotian lottery disrupted by war and political situation.

' Maxim, 1063 figure.

u
2§
1 Tynisia, lotter jml.
LY prize

¥ Veneznela, 1964 ﬂgurea

Poland, 1!

’s]dstm, prize bnnd lottery, 1963 figures.

wthern Bh eﬁ 1064 figures.
fel.ting uuderwny

ARMY IGNORES INTENT OF EXECU-
TIVE ORDER ON PURCHASE OF
ANTHRACITE COAL

Mr. RHODES of Pennsylvania. Mr,
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. RHODES of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, in 1961 President John F. Ken-
nedy directed that American anthracite
coal should be bought to heat the US.
Army installations in West Germany.
Prior to this time the U.S. military in-
stalllations in Europe bought European
Coal.

The purpose of this directive was two-
fold. It was meant to lessen the strain
on our balance of payment and to be of
some assistance to the hard-pressed
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anthracite Industry. Since 1962 the
Army has purchased approximately 5%
million tons of coal for use in Europe.
However, the procurement has not ful-
filled the well-intended purposes of Pres-
ident Kennedy's directive.

On the one hand, Mr. Speaker, I be-
lieve a careful audit of the procurement
transactions will show that the U.S. Gov-
ernment has paid for this coal at least
more than $5 million over this 5-year
period than was warranted. I am sorry
to say that this profit was not passed on
to the hard-working coal miner but it
was pocketed by a number of middle-
men both in this country and in Europe.

A cursory study of the price paid will
show a steady rise in the delivered price
to the Army although the FOB price
Philadelphia relatively remained con-
stant as did the price paid to the mine
operators. The reason for this was that
the Army had unwittingly written into

the ground rules for bidding on this con-
tract provisions which made competition
impossible. Only the six largest produc-
ers in the industry representing only 50
percent of anthracite production have
substantially benefited from the “buy
American program.”

Without competition the price of the
coal continued to increase. This increase
could not be substantiated in terms of
the quoted prices for the coal in this
country. For at least 2 of the 5 years the
profit margin is as high as $5 per ton
when $1 per ton would be considered a
very reasonable profit spread. The U.S.
Department of Justice in November of
1965, after 2 years of gathering evidence,
has brought a civil suit against these six
companies and their agents. The charge
is that they unlawfully fixed prices on
$90 million worth of coal sold to the U.S.
Army for use in Europe. Although the
suit is now pending in the U.S. District
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Court in Secranton, Pa., the Army none
the less allowed the same practices to be
used in the current fiscal year 1967 pro-
curement.

Mr. Speaker, I believe the Army used
bad judgment in allowing this year’s
award to go to the same group which
has made unreasonable profits over a 5-
year period and is now a defendant in a
civil suit arising from these profits. I
will request, Mr. Speaker, that the Gen-
eral Accounting Office perform an inde-
pendent audit to see whether or not the
best interests of the Government have
been served by the way Army procure-
ment officials have handled these trans-
actions.

Because they could not compete with
the monopolistic practices of the big six,
the small mine operators have been de-
nied honest participation in this pro-
curement. It must be understood that
coal is a vital national resource. Small
business coal miners are not asking for a
Government subsidy but only the chance
to participate in the only large purchase
of anthracite coal that our Government
makes. The Army has repeatedly denied
the request that a small business set-
aside be provided for in this procure-
ment. The reason given was that the
prime contractor is a foreign national.
This is an absurd position in the light of
the fact that in some parts of our coal
regions unemployment is still as high as
7 percent.

This week I am making another request
of the Secretary of the Army that a re-
view be made of the decision not to allow
either a small-business or a labor surplus
set-aside for the fiscal year 1968 award.

I intend, Mr. Speaker, to continue my
efforts to press for a more equitable dis-
tribution of this procurement at a fairer
price to the U.S. Government. I will
have more to report on this subject at a
later date.

SCOUT TROOP 22 PRESENTED FLAG
BY THE PRESIDENT

Mr. GRIDER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. GRIDER. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day the President presented to the 1917
Boy Scout Troop 22 a brandnew Amer-
ican flag to replace one given them in
1917 by President Woodrow Wilson. The
original flag was later destroyed by fire.

Attending this sentimental and im-
pressive ceremony were the following
members of that great Scout troop, aiong
with many wives, children, and grand-
children: Mr. Berry Brooks, Mr. Manuel
Delugach, Mr. Edwin Erwin, Mr. Paul
Gieselmann, Mr. Frank L. Miller, Dr. Ed-
ward Mitchell, Mr. Fred Pritchard, Mr.
Charles Wailes, Mr. Charles Ward, Mr.
Mervin Roland, and Mr. Mervin Rosen-
bush, the scoutmaster of this troop in
1917 who was then and is now an in-
spiration to this distinguished group of
citizens.
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Our sheriff, Mr. William Morris, rep-
resenting the Chickasaw Council was
present with two of his children who
are now Boy Scouts.

I take pleasure in inserting in the Rec-
orp the President’s remarks:

REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT AT THE SCHOOL
Bavines BoND CEREMONY

Secretary Fowler; Congressman GRIDER;
Dr. Essex; distinguished guests: I'm proud
to accept this Liberty Bell. I'm proud of
everything that young people across the
country are doing for our Savings Bond pro-
gram and for your Nation's future.

Nearly fifty years ago, another group of
young people were working to guarantee
their nation’s future. During the second
Liberty Bond drive in 1917, Boy Scout 1roop
Number 22 of Memphis, Tennessee sold more
than 2,000 bonds worth $672,100. One of
those scouts—Charles Walles—was the top
salesman in the country with $445,500, in
bond sales.

Today, we have Mr. Wailes, Mr., Mervin
Rosenbush, the scoutmaster, and nine mem-
bers of that Boy Scout troop with us to-
day.

Each of these men is a respected leader
of his community. Each one, I think, would
tell you that his early experience with the
bond program played a part in preparing him
to be a responsible citizen.

Since World War II, the school savings
program which you represent today has been
glving young people a lesson in thrift.
Nearly ten billion stamps—worth $2 billlon—
have been saved. Millions of people who
learned to save with school savings stamps
are now regular buyers of Savings Bonds.

But this program does more than teach
thrift.

It gives you an opportunity to protect
the heritage that this Liberty Bell repre-
sents.

It gives young people—even first graders—
a chance to participate in the building of
their nation.

It gives you an opportunity to show your
pride—and to honor your obligations—as
United States citizens.

This program helps all of us who enjoy
freedom at home—to defend that freedom
around the world.

S0 I hope that you and every other student
in the land will keep the new Saving Stamp
wallet card with you as a reminder of your
stake in your country's strength and prog-
ress.

At a time of serious testing for our coun-
try, this card, and your purchase of Savings
Stamps and Savings Bonds, are a symbol of
one of our Nation's greatest treasurers: the
volunteer spirit.

When the Boy Scouts in Memphis sold
more than half a million dollars in bonds
in 1917, President Wilson sent them a flag
as a tribute to their volunteer spirit.

Today they will take home another flag
from the White House—to replace the orig-
inal one which was destroyed in a fire.

But you young people can take home
something which cannot be destroyed: the
sense of high achievement which comes from
unselfish service to your country.

As a reminder of our meeting, I am ask-
ing Dr. Martin Essex, national chairman of
the school savings program, to give each of
you a savings stamp album bearing one
stamp—and my signature.

I hope you'll fill up this album—and many
more.

I hope you and young people all over
America will support the Savings Bond Pro-
gram.

And I hope that years from now, you—
like these citizens from Memphis whose serv-
ice began when they were boys—can return
here to remember this moment and urge
others to follow your good example.

Thank you.

September 21, 1966

WHAT OAS ACTION IN THE DOMINI-
CAN REPUBLIC ACCOMPLISHED

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. pE LA GARZA, Mr, Speaker, today
the curtain is being drawn on another
important chapter in inter-Ameriean re-
lations—peacekeeping by the Organiza-
tion of American States in the Domini-
can Republic.

The last elements of the Inter-Ameri-
can Peace Force left Santo Domingo this
morning almost 17 months from the day
on which they landed.

This is a good time to look back on
this experience and assess the results.

In April 1965 the situation in the Do-
minican Republic was bordering on
chaos. Governmental authority had dis-
integrated with the fall of the Reid gov-
vernment. Public order had disappeared
as armed bands roamed the capital city
at will. Fighting between rival factions
had broken out and civil war of the most
bitter and cruel type was gradually en-
gulfing the country. And into the politi-
cal vacuum the Communists and their
associates were moving at an alarming
pace.

Both on humanitarian and security
grounds the situation called for prompt
action by the inter-American commu-
nity. There was no time to waste.

President Johnson moved on April 28
to protect the lives of Americans and
other foreign nationals caught in the
Dominican holocaust. The following day
the Organization of American States be-
gan its brilliantly successful peace keep-
ing mission.

In the short span of less than 18
months the OAS worked out a cease-fire
which put an end to the bloodshed: ne-
gotiated a settlement between the war-
ring factions which permitted the estab-
lishment of a provisional government:
assisted that government in getting the
Dominican economy and political insti-
tutions functioning again, and collabo-
rated with the provisional government in
preparing the electoral machinery and
holding the general elections of June 1.

Its mission of peace and conciliation
accomplished, the OAS can now with-
draw its forces, proud of what it has ac-
complished for the Dominican people
and the hemisphere.

Looking back on the tough, contro-
versial decisions which he had to make
during those critical April days, Presi-
dent Johnson can also take great satis-
faction. For the course of events has
demonstrated that power wisely used in
support of peace and freedom can bring
about the successful outcome that we see
in the Dominican Republic today.

LESSONS FROM THE DOMINICAN
CRISIS
Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, my dis-
tinguished colleague from Texas [Mr.
pE LA Garzal has called our attention
to the withdrawal of the last elements
of the Inter-American Peace Force from
Santo Domingo this morning.

I associate my self with his remarks.
What the Organization of American
States has accomplished in the Domini-
can Republic in the short span of 18
months is a remarkable performance.
The Organization deserves every bit of
the praise which it has received. And
s0 do the Governments of Brazil, Costa
Rica, Honduras, Nicaragua, and Para-
guay who contributed forees to the Inter-
American Peace Force and the other gov-
ernments which provided the political
support for the collective action which
the regional organization took.

In retracing the experience and assess-
ing the results as my colleague has done,
I believe we should also look at the les-
sons which the Dominican experience
brought out and how the hemisphere
might profit by them.

One lesson, Mr. Speaker, is that in
this day and age the inter-American
community of nations cannot close its
eyes and ears to violence in one of its
member countries, affecting thousands
of innocent people, simply because that
violence is confined within national
frontiers.

The deep sense of humanitarian re-
sponsibility which underlies our national
and hemispheric traditions dictates that
the community lend a helping hand to
the people of a member state in distress.

A second lesson is that action by the
community in situations where govern-
mental authority is shattered and re-
spect for law and order ceases need
not—and does not—undermine the twin
pillars of the inter-American system:
the principles of self-determination and
nonintervention.

Collective measures to stop senseless
bloodshed and restore peace, followed by
steps to insure that the will of the peo-
ple is freely expressed through the elec-
toral process, reinforce those principles
instead of weaken them.

A third lesson, Mr. Speaker, is that
the community—the individual govern-
ments as well as the multilateral organs
through which they express their collec-
tive will—must be alert to situations of
this kind and be prepared to move
quickly and decisively.

The peace and security instruments
of the OAS have amply demonstrated
their flexibility and adaptability to new
situations. Prompt collective action
taken pursuant to such instruments
makes unilateral action by any member
unnecessary. It also places our regional
organization in the position of fulfilling
its humanitarian responsibilities to the
people of our hemisphere and the world.

Mr. Speaker, these are some of the
lessons which I think can be gained from
the Dominican experience. No one
wishes to see that experience repeated.
But we must be practical and realistic
as we look ahead. We must always be
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ready to make the lessons of the past
serve as the answers for the future.

I want to take this opportunity, Mr.
Speaker, to congratulate the OAS for a
job superbly done and to wish the
Dominican people well as they resume
their quest for peace and prosperity in
freedom.

GREATER TAX INCENTIVES FOR
CONSTRUCTING POLLUTION CON-
TROL FACILITIES

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. CONABLE, Mr. Speaker, I have
today introduced legislation to give new
and stronger incentives to our industries
and the entire private sector to move
more vigorously against water and air
pollution. My sponsorship of this bill
results from a variety of circumstances.
Water pollution is a particularly serious
problem in New York State, with great
industrial production and its high popu-
lation density. My natural interest in
this problem has been much sharpened by
recent hearings held by my subcommit-
tee of the House Committee on Science
and Astronautics investigating the pres-
ent serious gaps in our pollution abate-
ment technology. From these hearings
it has been apparent to me that we are
not going to make maximum progress in
improvement of our streams until we
have developed cheaper and more effec-
tive means of dealing with the problem.
Increased research is an important part
of the long-term solution to the problem.
However, our problems in this area are
immediate, and we must do what we can
to see that present techniques are wisely
and adequately funded.

We cannot depend on the public sec-
tor to do the immediate job quickly and
well by itself. The problem has become
too great; it requires broader treatment.
Every resource, public and private,
should be brought to bear on a national
concern of such staggering dimension.
Government is always at its best when it
encourages and stimulates the private
sector to assist in the solution of publiec
problems. The genius of our Federal
system lies in its emphasis on the carrot
instead of the stick, incentives rather
than punishment. The bill I have intro-
duced offers the incentives of tax credits
and deductions to the private sector. It
encourages the t.yﬁe of investment which
will reduce the cost of the public remedy.

My proposal is to provide an addi-
tional T-percent tax credit for expendi-
tures by private companies to reduce or
eliminate water and air pollution. If
the present 7-percent credit for capital
investments is suspended, as the Presi-
dent has asked, my proposal would re-
tain a 7T-percent credit for pollution con-
trol expenditures. If the present 7 per-
cent is retained, companies spending to
clean up pollution could claim a credit
for 14 percent of the cost. Also, my bill
permits the deduction as a business ex-
pense for a period of 5 years of those
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costs in excess of the tax eredit percent-
age.

In addition to the important benefits
of increased private participation which
this bill will induce, this type of solu-
tion will also relieve somewhat the em-
barrassment under which our publie pro-
grams are presently laboring. Nowhere
near enough money is going into Gov-
ernment research on pollution abate-
ment; much more is needed to overcome
the obstacle to satisfactory pollution
control. Worse yet, while Federal aid
programs exist to encourage the build-
ing of community sewage disposal sys-
tems, these programs are funded at a
small fraction of their potential. For
instance, the Department of Housing
and Urban Development recently in-
formed me that its basic water and
sewer program now has drawn some 2,500
applications, totaling $2.5 billion; yet
only $100 million is being made avail-
able to the program by the administra-
tion this year. We have got to get on
with the job somehow, and the prospects
for direct public investment are not
promising in view of such statisties,

I have been reluctant to submit this
bill until I could learn the probable cost
in terms of reduced tax revenues from
the granting of the credit on taxes. I
still do not know the answer, but prob-
ably it would be an informed guess at
best. The problem of pollution is so
pressing, however, and the direct public
attack on it so inadequate, that I be-
lieve we should hasten to approve this
type of private incentive program now.

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF CHURCHES
DOES NOT SPEAK FOR AMERICAN
PROTESTANTISM

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re-
marks, and to include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Alabama?

There was no objection.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, on
February 22, 1966, the general board of
the National Council of Churches, meet-
ing at St. Louis, adopted a resolution
calling for the admission of Communist
China to the United Nations and the
granting of U.S. diplomatic recognition
to the Peiping regime. Dr. Daniel A.
Poling, distinguished chaplain of the
Chapel of Four Chaplains, Philadelphia,
Pa., could not believe this body spoke for
American Protestants or even American
Protestant clergymen on this issue.
Consequently he conducted a poll of
150,000 American Protestant clergymen
on an individual basis and got back an
almost 20-percent response, or 29,500 re-
plies. Of these, 71.4 percent said “no*
to the admission of Communist China to
the United Nations and to the U.S. dip-
lomatic recognition of Peiping; 93.7 per-
cent of the American Protestant clergy-
men replying voted “no” to satisfying
Red China’s primary condition to joining
the United Nations—the expulsion of
the Republic of China. This is emphatie
evidence that on such political issues the
National Council of Churches speaks for
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itself alone and not for American prot-
estantism.

Subsequently, Dr. Poling has orga-
nized the Clergymen’s Emergency Com-
mittee on China, to provide individual
American clergymen with factual infor-
mation and material on at least this one
vital question, and to publicly articulate
the sentiments of the majority where
necessary.

Such action is fitting and proper. A
body which purports to speak for Ameri-
can Protestants should not continue to
go unchallenged when it in fact speaks
against the convictions of the over-
whelming majority of American Prot-
estants, This is certainly the case in
this instance. If Protestant ministers
oppose this pronouncement of the NCC,
how much greater must be the opposi-
tion of the laity, which as a group seems
clearly to be well to the right of the
clergy?

I congratulate Dr.
worthy venture.

Poling on this

FILIPINOS HAVE SHOWN DEMOC-
RACY CAN LIVE IN ASIA

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re-
marks, and to include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, our leg-
islative body and our ecountry have ex-
perienced a refreshing and inspir-
ing visit by President Marcos of the
Philippines. It added strength to
our mutual ties of brotherhood and
friendship. The elogquence of President
Marcos came not only from well chosen
words and inspiring thoughts, but also
from his evident sincerity. America is
grateful for his having made this jour-
ney to visit us and we all hope that he
takes back with him the true sentiments
of all Americans, ones of gratitude and
appreciation for our Filipino friends
across the seas. I am happy to include
in the Recorp the editorial by Dr. Dios-
dado M. Yap, in the current issue of
Bataan, entitled “Dawn of a New
Chapter,” together with a biographical
sketch of President Marcos from the
same publication,

DAwN OF A NEwW UHAPTER

A new era is about to dawn in the Philip-
pines. With the inauguration of Ferdinard
E. Marcos as the sixth President of the Phil-
ippine Republic, & new chapter in the his-

of our country will be written. The
style will be different; the subject matter
bizarre; the treatment novel; the pace fast
and full of vigor; the development steady
and ascending.

Previous chapters have been written under
a different at.mosphere and a different back-
ground. The tyrannies of political caciqu-
ism have been overthrown and the dic-
tatorship of so-called established reputation
has been demolished by the democracy of
new values as assessed and decided by the
common masses, The people have decided
once and for all that the choice is theirs and
they will take no dictation from any self-
appointed dictator.

Ferdinand Marcos went to the people. He
went from barrio to barrio, shook hands with

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

the people, ate with the people, lived with
the people and showed them that he is one
of them. And the people who were looking
for a leader they can trust because he has
their simplicity, their humility, their short-
comings and even their poverty, rallled
around him and chose him as their man,
Thus did Marcos frustrate the attempt to
foist on the people one who had nothing in
common with the people and who would
have served his interests and not that of the
people.

Marcos did something else. He raised the
barrio to a national level, thereby concen-
trating public attention on the heretofore
neglected and forgotten barrio people. This
is fundamental in the Philippines today. For
the barrio folk in 1966 are living in exactly
the same condition as their grandfathers
lived in 1896. The same nipa huts, the same
impassable barrio roads, no plumbing fa-
cilities, the pigs and the goats and the chick~
ens raised under the bamboo floor, the same
rice and dried fish as their only food day in
and day out.

The cacigues could get loans from the Phil-
ippine National Bank and the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation to the tune of millions
without any collateral and buy huge estates
and plantations. But there was not a single
centavo for the barrio people, none to im-
prove their schools or their sanitation or
give them or their children the promise of a
better tomorrow. Marcos went to the bar-
rios and told the people he was interested in
their welfare, that he would prosecute the
grafters, the crooks, the incompetents, and
that he would give primacy to the barrio
needs.

A new chapter will be written. Those who
enriched themselves at the expense of the
people, incompetents who flaunted their in-
anities abroad with the flamboyance of play-
boys, the while playing at being diplomats
when they have neither the brains nor the
experience nor the prestige to represent the
nation abroad, relatives who took advantage
of their influence to mulct the gullible and
the unwary, ten percenters who peddled pow-
er and patronage, tax evaders who have de-
prived the government of millions of revenue
because they are close to Malacanan—all
these will disappear from the political scene,
for the day of reckoning has come for them.
Under Marcos the dishonest will be punished
and the incompetent weeded out.

This is indeed the dawn of a new day. The
people went to the polls unafraid. They
dared terrorism, intimidation, coercion.
They watched the election inspectors,
guarded the ballot boxes, reported attempts
at committing frauds. It was an alert citi-
zenry that took its duty seriously and exer-
cised its right of suffrage with dignity and
responsibility. The press was vigilant, fair
and objective; the radlo was on the job con-
tinuously, for forty-eight hours; the women
took an active part, organized themselves
into units and acted as vigilantes; the youth
did their share in mobilizing public opinion
against frauds and terrorism.

Eternal vigilance is not only the price of
liberty; it is the safeguard that can insure
freedom. Where there is no vigilance liberty
dies, democracy withers. The Filipino people
showed that they deserve freedom because
they can exercise that vigilance which free
men know is indispensabe to protect their
rights and liberties.

But with vigilance must go sacrifice.
Where the people are not willing to sacrifice
themselves liberty is meaningless and democ-
racy an empty word. And that is why we
salute the new dynamic leader of our people,
Ferdinand Marcos, whose personality now
dominates the entire Philippine scene.

A new era dawns for the Philippines and
Asia. The Filipinos have shown democracy
can live in Asia. Where the people can exer-
cise vigilance and are ready and willing to
sacrifice personal ambitions to protect the
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honor and welfare of thelir people, liberty like
the sun will always shine resplendent, no
matter how dark the night before. For lib-
erty to be truly appreciated must be a jewel
zealously guarded and at all times stoutly
defended.
BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH OF PRESIDENT FERDI-
NanND E, MArcos, REPUBLIC OF THE PHILIP-
PINES

Of all the present Aslan leaders, President
Ferdinand E. Marcos of the Republic of the
Philippines shows every sign of becoming the
most persuasive and most deeply committed
to the cause of democracy, both as a system
opposed to communism and dedicated to
peace with freedom.

It is not difficult to believe in this, for
Ferdinand Marcos, born on Sept. 11, 1917,
belongs to the generation that grew up in a
time that was still stirred by World War I
and in a country that was imbued with the
democratic ideals learned from America, and
passionately embraced by a people and their
leaders who longed for freedom.

Ferdinand Marcos was a studlous youth,
as reflected in his high grades from elemen-
tary school through lLigh school and college,
and it was because of his serious mind that
he soon became conscious of politics and the
dynamics of government. Pursuing a law
course in the state university, the University
of the Philippines in Manila, be became a
student leader and participated in student
demonstrations against certain national {ll
at the time and for the early attainment of
independence.

His life suddenly took a dramatic turn,
when even as he was finishing his law course,
he was accused of the murder of a political
enemy of his father, Mariano Marcos, a pub-
He school teacher turned politician, who
served a term as representative in the Philip-
pine Legislature and later was appointed
governor of Davao province in Mindanao,
The Young Marcos was subsequently con-
victed by the local court in a highly con-
troversial decision. He appealed his case
while still in detention, at the same time
continuing to review for the bar examina-
tions.

He passed the bar in 1939, with one of the
highest grades in bar history, and won his
case, arguing his defense personally before
the Philippine Supreme Court.

In 1941, as an ROTC reserve officer, he was
drafted into the Philippine Army even as war
clouds hovered over Asla. As a lieutenant in
combat intelligence in Bataan, he soon
proved to be a daring and resourseful officer.
Leading critical patrol and combat missions
in such famed battle areas as Mt. Natib, Mt.
Samat and Salian River, he won many cita-
tions, including the Silver Star Medal and
the U.S. Distinguished Service Cross, which
General Douglas MacArthur himself pinned
on him,

After the fall of Bataan, the young officer
joined the resistance movement, but not be-
fore being sucked into the Death March to
prison camp in Central Luzon and later
undergoing torture at bleak Fort Santiago by
the Japanese secret police as a guerrilla
suspect. He escaped and founded an intelli-
gence group, which he eventually fused with
the guerrilla organization called the United
States Armed Forces in the Philippines-
Northern Luzon. This unit fought inside
enemy lines in the rugged terrain of the
Cordilleras range in the Mountain Province.

During the Liberation Campaign, President
Marcos fought In one of the decisive battles
of the war, the Battle of Bessang Pass, which
led to the capture of General Yamashita, the
commanding general of the Japanese Im-
perial Forces in the Philippines.

President Marcos emerged from the war
with nearly every medal and decoration for
courage and gallantry the Philippine and
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American governments could bestow on a
soldler. He received, in all 27 medals and
decorations, making him the most decorated
Filipino soldier in World War II. Four of
his decorations were for five wounds sus-
talned in battle.

His first taste of civil administration was
his assignment to establish a government in
the areas cleared of Japanese by his outfit,
in Northern Luzon. He continued to do
this, first as combat officer then as judge
advocate general and civil affairs officer of
the USAFIP-NL. From this experience, he
went actively into public service.

He served as a technical assistant to Presi-
dent Manuel A. Roxas, the first President of
the Republic of the Philippines in 1946, then
led a mission of Filipino officers in 1947 to
Washington, D.C., to secure from the U.S.
Congress arrears-in-pay and other benefits
for Filipino World War II veterans.

In 19490, at 32 years, he ran for the Philip-
pine Ccagress, and won a seat as representa-
tive of the second distriet of his home prov-
ince, Ilocos Norte, in Northern Luzon. It
was the same district once represented by his
father. This launched his political career.

He served as Congressman for three con-
secutive terms—one term is four years—
and after his third term, he ran for senator
and won the highest number of votes among
the senatorial candidates. That was in 1949,
As with his career in the Lower House, he
was a leading senator, occupying vital posi-
tions of leadership.

In the Senate, he was minority leader and
then President. He also served as a member
of the Natlonal Economic Couneil, the Coun-
cil of Leaders and the Council of State.

A prolific lawmaker, he established a rec-
ord during his terms in both Houses for
the most number of important bills intro-
duced, many of which were passed. He pio-
neered in land reform legislation, cham-
ploned the Land Tenure Act in the House
and steered the passage of the Land Reform
Code in the Senate. He also worked to
strengthen trade unionism, was co-sponsor
of the Magna Carta of Labor and the Anti-
Scab Law.

President Marcos had, indeed, a broad in-
terest as legislator, which ranged from agri-
culture to elvil liberties, economics to foreign
relations. It was as though he was rehears-
ing for the Philippine presidency, for which
he set his hat from the jump-off point of the
senate presidency, which he held at the time
he broke off with the then President Maca-
pagal and the Liberal Party, and joined the
Nacionalista Party.

In the Nacionalista Party national conven-
tion of 1965, he fought a hard but masterly
battle, with the odds against him, being a
neophyte member of the party while contest-
ing the presidential nomination with veteran
Nacionalista leaders. The Tresounding
triumph of President Marcos, in a way indi-
cated what was to come in the presidential
campaign that was to follow. As it turned
out, it was an uphill battle all the way, but
the votes ultimately gave President Marcos a
clear-cut mandate from the people.

In his first six months in office, President
Marcos spiritedly faced up to the crisis in
government, which had to contend with low
morale, depressed public funds, and an eco-
nomic slump. Today, there is a new brisk-
ness in government operations, resumed eco-
nomic activities, and a fresh public con-
fidence in the national leadership.

In foreign relations, President Marcos un-
equivocally reiterated Philippine support of
the free way of life and the Philippines’
staunch opposition to communism, as proven
by his vigorous advocacy of Philippine assist-
ance to BSouth Vietnam in 1its struggle
against communist aggression., He has also
sparked the resumption of Philippine diplo-
matic ties with the Pederation of Malaysia,
the recognition of Singapore, and the rap-
prochement between Malaysia and Indonesia.
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He has enunclated a policy of support for any
move to strengthen economic, cultural and
mutual defense agreements among friendly
Asian countries, in the interest of common
development and stability.

HATCH ACT VIOLATED

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks, and to include extraneous
matter,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Towa?

There was no objection.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, the action
of the Post Office Department in supply-
ing secretarial assistance to a candi-
date for Congress as alleged in the fol-
lowing newspaper article is, in my
opinion, a shocking violation of the
Hatch Act.

If the Hatch Act is to be deliberately
disregarded by the departments and
agencies of Government then it ought
to be abolished and further deception
of the public and Federal employees be
ended.

Mr. Speaker, I submit for printing in
the Recorp in connection with these re-
marks the following article in the Des
Moines Register of the date of Septem-
ber 21, 1966:

ARTICLE BY CLARK R. MOLLENHOFF

WasHIiNGTON, D.C.—The Post Office Depart-
ment has “loaned” a $9,000 a year secretary to
Democratic Congressman JAMES Morrison at
a time he is engaged in a heated runoff po-
litical campaign in Louisiana.

Charles Johnson, staff director of the
House Post Office and Civil Service Commit-
tee, confirmed that he made the arrange-
ments to borrow the secretary, Mrs. June
Lyle from the office of Assistant Postmaster
General Willlam McMillan.

McMillan took full responsibility for the
arrangement from the Post Office, and said
that as far as he knew Postmaster General
Lawrence O'Brien “doesn't know a thing
about it.”

Johnson said Tuesday that Mrs. Lyle was
borrowed on a “sort of a quid pro arrange-
ment” the committee has with the Post Of-
fice Department.

“We like to scratch each other’s backs,”
Johnson said. “We are helpful to these
agencies from time to time, and they help
us out when we're in a p o

Mrs. Lyle was reported by Johnson to be
assigned to work for a House Post Office and
Civil Bervice Bubcommittee. Actually, she
has been at work last week and this week in
Mogrrison's congressional office in the Ray-
burn Office Building.

The “press"” of business that necessitated
the request for a Post Office secretary in this
instance was the press of the bitter run-off
campaign for the Democratic nomination
for Sixth District Congressman in Louisiana,

MogrrisoN, the ranking member of the
House Post Office and Civil Service Commit-
tee, is the heir apparent to the chairman-
ship of the committee. He is in serious po-
litical difficulty because of his support of the
Johnson administration on a broad range of
subjects including spending programs and
civil rights,

Although a veteran of 24 years in the
House, MorgrisonN falled to poll 51 percent of
the votes cast in the five-man Democratic
primary in August and is now in a two-man
runoff against John R. Rarick, a former
county judge.
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The race has included charges by MORRISON
that Rarick is a member of the Eu Elux
Klan, a charge that Rarick denies. Rarick
has filed a $500,000 damage suit against Mor-
rISON in connection with the charges.

Rarick charges that Morrison is a rubber-
stamp for the Johnson administration on
civil rights and other programs. While the
spending of the Johnson administration is
reported to be an issue, it Is the civil rights
issue that is most heated.

Mrs. Florence Cooley, an administrative
alde to MorgisoN, explained the “frantic”
race that has “everyone in the office working
on the campaign.”

She explained that “the Johnson adminis-
tration is so hated that a lot of the voters
would rather support the klan.”

Mrs. Cooley sald that Morrison has “a
wonderful relationship” with the Johnson
administration, but that it is impossible for
President Johnson, Vice President HuBerT H.
HumpHREY or other high administration fig-
ures to give him any support in the open.”

HumpHREY “unwittingly” had done much
damage to MorrisoN with a speech in July,
Mrs. Cooley said. She sald that HUMPHREY
had tried to help Morsison with a speech in
Louisiana, but that “it was one of the worst
speeches ever.”

“We know Mr. HuvmpHREY didn’t intend to
hurt Mr. MorrisoNn, but his speech was
awful,” Mrs, Cooley said. “He said some-
thing about leading riots and it was just the
wrong thing.”

She referred to the speech HUMPHREY gave
on July 18, 1966, in New Orleans in which
he said that if he had lived in a ghetto with
rats nibbling on his children's clothes, he
“might lead a mighty good revolt” himself.
That speech has come in for widespread
criticism from Republicans, as well as con-
servative southern Democrats.

Mrs. Cooley sald that Morrison had not
expected a close race in the primary in
which there were five candidates, but his
opponents had put a James E. Morrison in
the race to “confuse the voters,” The James
E. Morrison, a Baton Rouge grocer, polled
6,681 votes which Mrs. Cooley said was
enough to block Morrisonw from polling the
necessary 51 percent in the primary.

“Mr. MorrisoN didn't even know he
(HumpHREY) was coming down there, and
he said later he would have been better off
if he'd never come down here,” Mrs. Cooley
said.

The labor organizations are solidly be-
hind Mogrrison, Mrs. Cooley said, “especially
those letter carrier groups.” She sald the
postal workers and other Government em-
ployees who favor MogrrisoN “can’t do any-
thing because of the Hatch Act” which for-
bids active political campaigning by career
Government employees.

Ira Kapenstein, the Post Office Department
public relations officer, said he did not know
the policy or the law relative to loaning em-
ployees to work for a Congressman during a
campaign.

MecMillan said that he did not know that
Mrs. Lyle was going to work in MorrISON'S
office. He said he received a call from John-
son who told him there was *a heavy work-
load” and that the House committee needed
an experienced secretary for one or two weeks.

McMillan sald he had assumed that Mrs.
Lyle was working in a committee office.

“I run the operations division of the Post
Office,”” McMillan said. “I can’t spend all my
time running around to find out where these
people are.”

Kapenstein said he believed that McMillan
“had a right to rely on statements from
Johnson that she was working for the House
committee.”

McMillan sald that the loaning of Mrs.
Lyle was done with the understanding that
the House committee would “reimburse’” the
Post Office Department for the time she
worked at the Capitol.
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Under guestioning, McMillan sald there
was no written record made of the arrange-
ments with Johnson for the “loan"” of the
services of Mrs. Lyle or the “reimbursement.”

“It was just a telephone conversation,”
McMillan said. “When Mrs. Lyle came back,
the Post Office Department would simply bill
the committee for that part of her salary.”

He said he saw nothing wrong with the
Post Office Department loaning an employee
to the House committee or to a Congressman.
He sald he was “not famillar with the Hatch
Act” and could not say if it was proper or
improper for a career Post Office employee to
engage in work that helped MogrgisoN in a
political campaign.

“I would defer to Mr. KEapenstein on that,”
McMillan sald.

In answer to a question, Kapenstein sald
“It would be improper for a Post Office em-
ployee to engage in political work.” He sald
that the Post Office Department will investi-
gate to determine if Mrs. Lyle was doing po-
litical work or was merely engaged in work
that relieved others in Morrison’s office so
they could engage in political work.

Representative H. R. Gross (Rep., Iowa)
declared that in his view it would be im-
proper for the executive branch to loan secre-
taries to the Congress for any purpose where
it would “directly or indirectly represent a
political assistance.”

““The law was designed to prevent this type
of thing, and it makes no difference whether
the Individual employee was involved directly
or indirectly in the campaign activity,”
Gross sald. "If we would excuse such ac-
tivity where the employee is said to replace
another employee who has gone off cam-

g, then we would be providing a big
loophole for the worst abuses possible.”

Gross sald such a loophole would make it
possible to use all of the secretaries “A man-
power pool for pure political maneuvering.”

He sald that the Post Office action in loan-
Ing secretaries to Congress during an election
campaign “ls an arrogant disregard for the
intent of the Hatch Act.”

REORGANIZATION OF CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Marsunaca). Under previous order of
the House the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. Courris]l is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, today I
have introduced H.R. 17873, an omnibus
bill on the Reorganization of Congress
to carry out the recommendations of the
Joint Committee on the Organization of
the Congress, contained in its final re-
port filed with the Congress, July 28,
1966, Senate Report No. 1414, House Re-
port No. 1781.

In my remarks today I shall first re-
view briefly the work of the Joint Com-
mittee on the Organization of the Con-
gress; second, enumerate and discuss
briefly the most important recommenda-
tions of the joint committee; third, dis-
cuss some of the provisions contained in
the bill T am introducing today and;
fourth, give reasons why I believe the
Congress should enact these reforms.

The Joint Committee on the Organiza-
tion of the Congress was established by
unanimous vote of both the House and
the Senate in March of 1965. May 10,
1965, the committee commenced a series
of 41 public hearings and received the
views of 199 witnesses. The testimony,
together with statements, documents
and an index, is contained in 16 printed
volumes, totaling 2,435 pages. The com-
mittee was very generous in receiving the
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views of anyone who cared to testify.
Among the witnesses were 17 Senators
and 59 Representatives who testified in
person. In addition, 4 Senators and 26
Representatives submitted statements
for the record.

Interim reports were filed by the com-
mittee July 8, 1965, and January 19,
1966, in which the recommendations and
suggestions received to those dates were
summarized.

Between January 19, 1966, and the
filing of the report on July 28, 1966, the
commitiee and its staff met in over 50
executive sessions considering the pro-
posed reforms and formulating its
recommendations and the narrative to
comprise its final report to the Congress.
Subsequently, the members and the staff,
conferring with the legislative counsels
of the House and the Senate, have en-
gaged in the preparation of an omnibus
bill, which I have introduced today, H.R.
17873.

FINAL REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE

On the whole, the report of the com-
mittee is constructive and if the recom-
mendations are enacted into law and
then the reforms suggested are actually
carried out in succeeding Congresses, in
my judgment it should lead to a better
performance of the legislative function
and to the strengthening of the Con-
gress in our tripartite system of govern-
ment.

As we pointed out in our additional
views, commencing on page 84 of the
final report, we think the committee’s
recommendations of reform did not go
far enough and that there are many
additional areas of legislative responsi-
bility in which Congress could be made
more effective. Nevertheless, this is
possibly not as serious as it might appear
at first since the committee did adopt
one major reform; namely, it recom-
mended fhe establishment of a Joint
Committee on Congressional Operations
with continuing authority to study the
structure and procedures of the Con-
gress with a view to recommending re-
forms from time to time.

The Joint Committee on Congressional
Operations would be provided with a
staff which would enable it to make
studies in these areas of further con-
gressional reform with a view to further
strengthening the Congress, with im-
provements adopted from time to time
as the Congress deemed appropriate. For
example; the report of the committee
does not deal with such thorny subjects
as executive privilege, lobbying by the
executive, or relationships between Con-
gress and the courts; all of which, of
course, were within the original mandate
of study assigned to the Joint Commit-
tee on the Organization of the Congress,
These areas should be examined by the
Joint Committee on Congressional Oper-
ations. I express the hope that if such
a committee is established, it will equip
itself with an able staff to enable it to
make a penetrating study of these very
delicate but important subjects.

PROVISIONS FOR THE MINORITY

Minority members felt quite strongly
that where the executive and the legisla-
tive branches of the Government were
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in the control of the same party, that
the committees of the Congress having
the responsibility of examining the effi-
ciency and economy of operations in the
executive branch of the Government;
either the Government Operations Com-
mittee or perhaps a new committee to be
called a Committee on Procedures and
Policies, should be under the control of
the minority party. The obvious pur-
pose of this provision would be to insure
proper scrutiny and review by the Con-
gress of the expenditures by the execu-
tive branch and the exercise of vast au-
thority delegated to executive agencies
and that the laws are honestly and effi-
ciently administered. In the British
House of Commons, the Committee on
Public Accounts is by tradition under the
chairmanship of a leading member of the
opposition; usually a person who had
been Financial Secretary to the Treasury.
In the Republican Harding administra-
tion, the Teapot Dome investigation was
assigned by a Republican Senate to a
committee chaired by a Democratic Sen-
ator, Thomas J. Walsh, of Montana.

Minority party members of the joint
committee were unable to persuade the
committee to accept this concept of con-
gressional review of executive action and
I do not delude myself into thinking that
an amendment to achieve this on the
floor when fhe bill is up for consideration
would meet with much success.

Aside from this provision, however, I
must say that the members of the joint
committee were quite cooperative in
making a number of provisions for the
advantage of the minority, as follows:
First, commitiee staffing; second minor-
ity views in reports; third, equal time on
conference reports; fourth, provision for
the minority of a committee to schedule
witnesses on at least 1 day of hearings,
and; fifth, House Committee on Stand-
ards and Conduct.

COMMITTEE STAFFING

The Legislative Reorganization Act of
1946 provided for four professional and
six clerical staff. It provided that the
professional members should be selected
without regard to partisan considera-
tions and solely on the basis of com-
petence to perform their duties. It also
provided that the professional staff and
the clerical staff should be assigned to
the chairman and the ranking minority
member. Senator MowroNEY, who was
vice chairman of the 1946 Reorganiza-
tion Committee, indicated that he be-
lieved that this provision would provide
the minority with adequate staff assist-
ance to express their dissent effectively
in cases where there was dissent. In
actual practice, however, it worked out,
in some committees at least, that the mi-
nority were not given the staff assistance
with which to develop and record their
positions effectively. Therefore, in our
final report, the committee, in increasing
the number of statutory committee staff
positions from four to six, earmarked at
least two of those positions for the mi-
nority, to be selected by the minority and
to be assigned to the minority to assist
them. Similarly, with respect to the six
clerical positions, it was provided that at
least one of the clerical positions should
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be filled by and assigned to the minority.
This recommendation appears on page 21
of the final report under recommenda-
tion No. 2.

In addition, where committees request
funds for staff beyond the 12 statutory
positions, it is provided that in an annual
resolution authorizing additional staff for
committees and subcommittees, that the
minority shall have fair consideration in
staff selections for the subcommittees
and that all minority staff personnel
should be entitled to equitable treatment,
including comparable salary, facilities,
and access to committee records.

COMMITTEE REPORTS

There is now nothing in the rules
which guarantees any committee mem-
ber who dissents from the position taken
by the majority, the right to file supple-
mental, additional, or minority views and
to have them included in the report filed
with the parent body.

The joint committee in its final report
on page 12, in recommendation No. 14,
requires that reports, when prepared, be
submitted to all members and that they
be allowed 2 days within which to pre-
pare and file with the clerk their addi-
tional, supplemental, or minority views,
which shall be included with the report
filed with the parent body and printed
in the same document as the majority
report.

CONFERENCE REPORTS

Under present procedures, conference
reports are prepared by those prevailing
in the conference and there is no provi-
sion for dissenting or differing explana-
tory statements of the agreement arrived
at in conference. Likewise, the confer-
ence report, when presented to the parent
body, is handled in the House of Repre-
sentatives by the ranking majority man-
ager on the part of the House, and the
time is controlled by that single member.
Any time granted to those who oppose
the conference report is a matter of
grace and there is no entitlement as a
matter of right to those opposing the
conference report to express their dis-
sent. The committee sought to remove
this inequity by providing that individual
members of the conference committee
could submit their own individual ex-
planatory views of what occurred in the
conference and also, that the minority
viewpoint be fully expressed when the
conference report is submitted to the
parent body by providing that those op-
posing the conference report should have
equal time for expressing their dissent.

MINORITY SCHEDULING OF WITNESSES

Under present procedures, scheduling
of the hearings and the witnesses who
appear and the testimony to be given
is all within the control of the commit-
tee, which means the majority of the
committee. To provide a balanced rec-
ord to insure all points of view are ob-
tained, where the minority so desires, it
is entitled under the recommendations
of the joint committee to call witnesses of
its own choosing for at least one day of
hearings. This is provided on page 11 of

the committee’s final report under rec-
ommendation No. 12, that the minority
of a committee shall be entitled, upon its
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request, to call witnesses of its choice
during at least 1 day of the hearing.
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS AND
CONDUCT

The final report on page 48, under the
topic, “Ethies,” recommends that the
House of Representatives create a Com-
mittee on Standards and Conduct.
While this brief statement concerning
this committee does not spell out the
characteristics it should have, it does
indicate that the House might very well
examine the Senate Special Committee
on Standards and Conduct, which does
provide for an equal number of majority
and minority members., H.R. 17138, in-
troduced by Representative MappEN on
August 18, 1966, on page 40, line 22, con-
tains language creating a Committee on
Standards and Conduct, which provides
that it shall consist at all times of an
even number of members, equally di-
vided between the majority party and
minority party.

I have substantially altered some of
the provisions of the Madden bill relating
to the Committee on Standards and Con-
duct in the bill I have introduced today
and shall discuss these differences and
the reasons for them later in my re-
marks. At this point, I only wish to
note that with respect to the matter of
conduct of members, officers and em-
ployees of the House of Representatives,
the joint committee did agree that this
was not a partisan matter and that the
Committee on Standards and Conduct
should be a bi-partisan committee.

Aside from the provisions for more
equitable treatment for the minority,
which I have discussed, there are many
recommendations which, in my judg-
ment, will go a long way toward improv-
ing the operations of the Congress if they
are carried out in future Congresses. I
shall discuss these recommendations
briefly under the following headings:

First. Measures aimed at relieving
time pressures on Members.

Second. Fiscal controls and budgetary
reforms,

Third. Bill of rights for committees.

Fourth. Continuing studies of con-
gressional organization and an agency
to concern itself about Congress as an
institution.

MEASURES ATMED AT RELIEVING TIME FRESSURES
ON MEMBERS

Since the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1946, wholly new fields have de-
veloped, such as atomic energy, space,
automation and computer science, and
there have been notable advances in
communications, transportation, medi-
cine and health, science, and other fields
of human endeavor, in all of which the
Federal Government is deeply involved.
In addition, in the last two decades the
Federal Government has assumed a role
in areas of social activity hitherto left to
the States and local governments or to
private citizens and organizations.

Thus, the workload of the Congress—
its policy-making responsibility—has in-
creased immeasurably, not only in mag-
nitude, but in complexity and sophisti-
cation, and has imposed immense con-
flicting demands on the time of the 535
elected Senators and Representatives.
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Many of the committee’s recommenda-
tions are aimed at alleviating these pres-
sures. Among them are:

The elimination of noncongressional
chores, such as recommendations for ap-
pointments in the postal service by Mem-
bers of the House and their confirmation
by the Senate.

Enlarged staffs for committees.

A legislative assistant for Senators.
The House provided $7,000 additional
clerk-hire allowance for Members May
17, 1966, by House Resolution 855.

The committee recommended
strengthening and improvement of the
Legislative Reference Service, renaming
it the Legislative Research Service and
reorienting its approach to conform more
nearly with the needs of Congress; to
give it more versatility through faecili-
tating employment of consultants and
experts on an intermittent temporary
basis on contract; and providing better
supervision and review by the Joint Com-
mittee on the Library.

Authorizing committees to employ con-
sultants on an intermittent temporary
basis to take advantage of expertise in
various fields of knowledge of interest to
committees.

Authorizing committees to upgrade the
talents and capacity of permanent staff
personnel through additional training at
committee expense, subject to the ap-
proval of the Administration Commit-
tees of the two bodies.

Improving the capacity of committees
to review the administration of the laws
and the expenditure of appropriated
funds by providing an additional staff
position called Legislative Review Spe-
cialist, with the specific duty of direct-
ing the committee’s attention to the ad-
ministration of the laws which fall with-
in its legislative jurisdiction.

FISCAL CONTROLS AND BUDGETARY REFORMS

The committee has made a number
of recommendations which should facili-
tate a more effective exercise of the con-
gressional power of the purse. Under
these recommendations, more use would
be made of the General Accounting Office
and its staff in establishing a standard
classification code of activities and ex-
penditures; in providing information as
to the location and nature of fiscal data
available in the various agencies and
departments; in providing expert assist-
ance to the Congress in the analysis of
cost-effectiveness studies prepared by
agencies and departments of the Federal
Government, and preparing tabulations
of budget data and information for a
committee or a Member of Congress.

The budget would be required to con-
tain multiple year financial projections
of programs with commitments for fu-
ture years and updating of the budget on
June 1 of each year, and the Appropria-
tions Committees of each House would
be required to hold general hearings on
the budget within 30 days after its pres-
entation to Congress. Legislative com-
mittees would be required to include in
their reports estimates of the cost to be
incurred in carrying out the bill reported
in the fiscal year in which it is reported
and each of the 5 fiscal years following
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such year or for the authorized dura-
tion of the program; and to authorize
programs in such form as to require an-
nual appropriations for carrying them
out.

Provisions relating to the legislative
budget in the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1946 were repealed. Those pro-
visions had proved unworkable over the
yvears and the committee was unable to
devise any satisfactory mechanism to
supplant it, other than the fiscal reforms
referred to above.

In my judgment, these reforms are an
inadequate substitute for the independ-
ent legislative budget which I think the
Congress should develop. This is a sub-
ject which should receive further atten-
tion and study by the Joint Committee
on Congressional Operations.

COMMITTEE BILL OF RIGHTS

The committee was unable to find any
suitable alternative for the tradition of
electing chairman of committees by the
respective Houses, largely on the basis
of longevity of service. It sought to es-
tablish procedures guaranteeing equit-
able treatment, some of which I have
previously mentioned where I referred
to advantages given to the minority, such
as the calling of witnesses and guarantee-
ing opportunity to file dissenting views.
Additional provisions in the form of an-
nouncement of record votes, the ability
of a majority to compel the filing of a re-
port or bill; the prohibition of proxies
and the printing of committee rules at
the beginning of each session, likewise
should enable the majority of a commit-
tee at all times fo control committee pro-
ceedings regardless of attempted arbi-
trary action by a chairman.

THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON CONGRESSIONAL
OPERATIONS

Perhaps the most far reaching and
potentially the most beneficial of the
recommendations of the joint committee
is the establishment of a Joint Commit-
tee on Congressional Operations on a
permanent basis. This committee would
have the responsibility of making a con-
tinuing study of the organization and
procedures of the Congress and its rela-
tions with the executive and judicial
branches of the Government with a view
toward recommending reforms to
strengthen the Congress from time to
time as developments warrant.

I understand my colleague on the joint
committee, Dr. HaLy, intends to develop
this subject in somewhat greater detail
and for that reason, I will say no more
about it at this time.

COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS AND CONDUCT OF
THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

The bill I am introducing is identical
in all respects with the bill S. 3848 being
introduced by the six Senate Members of
the Joint Committee on the Organization
of the Congress today, except for the pro-
visions relating to a Committee on Stand-
ards and Conduct of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

The Senate bill S. 3848 was reported by
the Special Senate Committee on the
Organization of Congress today, Report
No. 1629.

The provisions relating to the House
Committee on Standards and Conduct of
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the Senate bill S. 3848 are the same as
those in H.R. 17138, introduced by Con-
gressman MAappEN on August 18, 1966.
They appear in the Madden bill, com-
mencing on page 40, line 2, continuing to
page 43, line 16. Both versions, H.R.
17873 and S. 3848, have the same pur-
pose; namely, to investigate individual
instances of misconduct by Members, offi-
cers, or employees of the House and also
to recommend a code of ethics.

My bill does, however, have one major
difference. Under the Madden bill, it
is provided that the committee shall
select the chairman and the vice chair-
man from among its members and the
same provision is contained in my bill,
but the Madden bill goes on to say the
chairman shall be a member of the ma-
jority party and the vice chairman shall
be a member of the minority party. This
seems to me to restrict unnecessarily
members of the Committee on Standards
and Conduct. Under both bills the com-
mittee would be bipartisan, in the sense
that the membership would be equally
divided between the majority and minor-
ity parties. In my view, the committee
might very well, in this sensitive area
relating to conduct of Members, officers,
and employees of the House, desire to
allay any suspicion that the inquiry
might be a whitewash by electing as
chairman of the committee a member
of the minority party.

Incidentally, I believe all should be on
notice that the resolutions reported from
the House Rules Committee providing
for a Select Committee on Standards
and Conduct would create a temporary
committee, which would expire with the
89th Congress. That committee might
well not even be established before the
adjournment of the 2d session of the
89th Congress.

One of the reasons I believe the House
should establish a Committee on Stand-
ards and Conduct is that many times un-
founded allegations are made against
Members which upon inquiry would be
found to be without any basis whatever
and the Committee on Standards and
Conduct could clear the air in such cases.
CONGRESS SHOULD ENACT ORGANIZATIONAL

REFORMS BEFORE ADJOURNING

It is my considered judgment that this
Congress ought not to adjourn sine die
without having acted on congressional
reform.

My reasons are as follows:

First. The bill is ready.

Second. Both Houses unanimously de-
termined reform was necessary.

Third. If, as the creation of our joint
committee indicates, Congress requires
strengthening and modernizing, time is
of the essence.

Fourth. Reforms should be enacted
now—so that the new 90th Congress may
organize, utilizing the new institutions
and procedures.

Fifth. If the 90th Congress organizes
under old forms and practices—vested
interests will develop and will inhibit
change, making the adoption of mean-
ingful reforms more difficult.

Sixth. If we put off reorganizing Con-
gress, we will indicate it is a matter of
low priority, thus, encouraging inaction
in the next Congress.
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Seventh. Many who have actively par-
ticipated in this fight to strengthen Con-
gress—who are familiar with conditions
and the reasons for change—may not be
available to participate in guiding re-
form legislation through Congress next
year. Furthermore, we should act while
the considerations leading to the recom-
mended reforms are fresh in our minds,
leading to more meaningful discussion.

Eighth. If no bill is passed before ad-
journment, the Democratic Party and its
leaders must face the electorate in No-
vember with a record of weakness and
inaction. With overwhelming majori-
ties in both Houses, they will be recorded
as unwilling to adopt reforms unani-
mously recommended by a blue-ribbon
bipartisan committee.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I wish to as-
sociate myself with the remarks of my
colleague from Missouri, the Honorable
TroMAs B. CurTis, the ranking Repub-
lican House Member of the Joint Com-
mittee on the Organization of the Con-
gress.

I agree with him espeecially in his con-
cluding remarks that it is important that
this Congress take action immediately on
the urgent problem of congressional re-
organization so that any reforms which
the Congress approves can take effect at
the beginning of the 90th Congress.

In my judgment, it would be a tragedy
if the dedicated efforts of the 12 mem-
bers of the Joint Committee on the Or-
ganization of the Congress, who dili-
gently applied themselves to the man-
date given them to study the organiza-
tion and procedures of Congress, were to
have been given in vain because of in-
action or indifference on the part of the
members and leadership of the two
Houses.

Mr, Speaker, I recognize fully that
there are controversial features in this
bill. At the outset we were well aware
that no change could be made in the ex-
isting procedures and structure of the
Congress without interfering with vested
interests in the old way of doing things.
Certainly in the deliberations of our 12-
man Joint Committee on the Organiza-
tion of the Congress, we ran into many
disagreements and controversies. Yet
we were able to agree upon a report
signed by all 12 members and I say the
Congress, likewise, should consider our
recommendations and work its will, but
at least let the Nation have something
to show in the way of progress in mod-
ernizing and strengthening the Con-
gress.

If there is one single reform more im-
portant than others, in my judgment, it
is the recommendation that there be
created a continuing Joint Committee on
Congressional Operations. This com-
mittee would consist of five Senators
and five Representatives, of whom, in
each House, a majority and a minority
member of the Committees on Govern-
ment Operations, and the House Admin-
istration and Senate Rules and Adminis-
tration Committees would be appointed
by the Speaker and the President pro
tempore of the Senate.

The Joint Committee on Congressional
Operations would have the duty on a
continuous basis of studying the organi-
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zation and operations of the Congress
and recommending improvements with
a view towards strengthening Congress,
simplifying its operations, improving its
relationships with other branches of the
U.S. Government, and enabling it better
to meet its responsibilities under the
Constitution of the United States.

One of the reasons our committee was
able to arrive at agreement on its final
report was because many of us felt that
with the establishment of a continuing
Joint Committee on Congressional Op-
erations, areas of legislative reform
upon which we were unable to agree or
problems of congressional operations for
which we were unable to find a satisfac-
tory solution, could be taken up by the
continuing Joint Committee on Congres-
sional Operations.

For example, in no less than 7 of the
15 points made in the additional views
of the Republican House members of the
joint committee, we indicated that sub-
jects should be studied by the proposed
Joint Committee on Congressional Op-
erations. These items are as follows:

First. Enforcement of section 1913 of
ticle XVIII of the U.S. Code, prohibiting
lobbying with appropriated funds by the
executive branch,

Second. Campaign expenditures.

Third. Contested elections.

Fourth. Contempt citations.

Fifth. Exercise of the congressional
power to declare war.

Sixth. Advantage of incumbency and
the seniority system.

Seventh. Executive privilege, related
to Congress and the people—credibility
gap.

We, likewise, urged that membership
on the Joint Committee on Congressional
Operations be equally dividec betweca
the parties, and many of the other points
in our additional views could well receive
the serutiny of the Joint Committee on
Congressional Operations.

In addition to its study, the Joint
Committee on Congressional Operations
would have the responsibility of follow-
ing up on the recommendations of our
temporary joint committee and the pro-
visions of the Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1966 to see how those re-
forms are working out and whether or
not they were being observed by the
Congress. In the light of actual experi-
ence, the committee might well recom-
mend modification or even repeal of
some of those reforms.

In addition, the Joint Committee on
Congressional Operations would have
the responsibility for continuously study-
ing automatic data processing and in-
formation retrieval systems with a view
to determining possible utilization of
such systems for the benefit of the Con-
gress. This committee's studies in this
field would also facilitate, not replace,
the review and oversight activities of
other congressional committees as they
might be affected by increased com-
puterization of the executive branch.

The Joint Committee on Congres-
sional Operations would concern itself
with the Congress as an institution,
study improved ways of providing serv-
ices and facilities for Members and com-
mittees and familiarize itself with liti-
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gation which might affect the opera-
tions of the Congress.

The Congress, its committees and its
members, are sometimes involved as par-
ties litigant., Traditionally, in these
cases representation has been by private
counsel, sometimes not paid for by the
Congress; or by the Department of Jus-
tice, likewise not paid by the Congress
for these services,

Just a few weeks ago, as we all recall,
a Federal district judge issued an in-
junction against a committee of Con-
gress, Happily, the injunction was
promptly vacated.

In addition, the constitutional au-
thority of the Congress, the will or in-
tent of Congress and even the applica-
tion of parliamentary rules have been
passed upon by the courts. In a few
cases involving constitutional powers,
the Congress has been represented by
appearances by Senators, Representa-
tives or other attorneys as amicus curiae,
This representation has been on a spo-
radic basis and sometimes at no expense
to the Congress. In contempt and per-
jury cases involving the powers of the
Congress and its parliamentary proce-
dures, Congress usually has been repre-
sented by the Department of Justice, at
no expense to the Congress.

This legal representation of the Con-
gress with respect to its vital interests is
unsatisfactory and the effect upon Con-
gress of court decisions should be a mat-
ter of continuous concern for which some
legal agency of the Congress should take
responsibility. The committee consid-
ered this function peculiarly appropriate
to assigned to the Joint Committee
on Congressional Operations as a part of
its responsibility for Congress as an in-
stitution.

Mr. Speaker, I hope this Congress will
act promptly on the recommendations
of our Joint Committee on the Organi-
zation of the Congress and express the
hope that if some of the provisions of
the bill fall by the wayside during the
process of enactment, at least the pro-
vision for the Joint Committee on Con-
gressional Operations will be preserved.

Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr. Speaker, al-
though it has been my privilege to serve
as a member of the Joint Committee on
the Organization of the Congress for only
4 months, I have long been closely in-
volved in the subject of congressional re-
form.,

Shortly after the resolution was passed
creating the joint committee, the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. GoooeLL], of
our House Republican Committee on
Planning and Research, appointed a task
force to study this matter in depth, with
particular emphasis on the pressing need
of the minority for more staff on most of
the standing committees.

As a first order of business, the task
force encouraged Members from our side
of the aisle to present their views to the
joint committee. We were gratified at
the close of the committee’s hearings to
learn that proportionately more Repub-
lican than Democratic Members of the
House had shown a willingness to come
forward with their views and suggestions
toward strengthening our ailing national
legislature. I ought to add that each
Member’s testimony was a true reflection
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of his personal convictions—the only as-
sistance provided by our task force con-
cerned the scheduling of our witnesses.

As a second order of business, we pre-
pared a study outline for research in
depth of key areas by a now expanded
task force of 21 Members. For the rec-
ord, I submit the following table of con-
tents from “We Propose: A Modern Con-
gress,” published by the McGraw-Hill
Book Co., which contains the results of
our research:

CONTENTS
Foreword, THoMas B, CurTtis, M.C., vii.
Introduction, Gerarp R. Forp, M.C., xi,
PART 1. THE COMMITTEE STRUCTURE, 1

1. “The Need for Increased Minority Staff-
ing,” James C. CLEVELAND, M.C,, 5.

2. “The Seniority System,” Hon, John V,
Lindsay, 28.

3. “"Rules and Procedure of the Standing
Committees,” RoserT P. GrIFFin, U.S. Sen-
ator, 37.

4, “Strengthening the Committee Strue-
ture: The Problem of Overlapping Jurisdic-
tion,” F. BrRapForRD MoRsg, M.C., 67.

PART 2. POLICY-MAKING, LOBBYING, AND OVER~
SIGHT, 69

5. “Science Policy and Congress,” JoaN B,
AnDERSON, M.C., T3.

6. “Congress and Foreign Policy,"” OcpEN
R. Rem, M.C., 85.

7. “Reforming the Budgetary and Fiscal
Machinery of Congress,” RoBERT McCLORY,
M.C., 105.

B. “Lobbying,” PavL FinoLEY, M.C., 135.

9. “Lobbying by the Administration,”
AwncHER NELSEN, M.C., 143.

10. “Reorganization of the Committees en
Government Operations and Minority Con-
trol of Investigation,” RoserRT H. MICHEL,
M.C., 163.

PART 3. TOWARD MORE EFFICIENCY AND A BETTER
IMAGE, 177

11. “Congressional Pages: Their work and
Schooling,” Wirriam L, SpriNGeER, M.C., 181.

12, “Reforms Needed in House Personnel
Procedures,” JoeL T. BeoYHiLL, M.C., 191.

13. “Floor Procedure in the House of Rep-
resentatives,” JoEN J. RHoDES, M.C., 201.

14. “Electric Voting in the House,” Dur-
WARD G, HaLn, M.C,, 217.

15. “Contested Elections to the House of
Representatives,” Roseer C. McEWEN, M.C,
226.

16. “The Cost of Gettlng There and
Length of Stay,” LavrReNceE J. BurToN, M.C.,
237.

17. “Congressional Ethics,” Bos WiLsoN,
M.C., 263.

PART 4. INFORMATION, TECHNOLOGY,

CITIZENS' RIGHTS, 261

18. “The Case for Television and Radio
Coverage,” RoeerT F. ELLSWORTH, M.C., 265.
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Most of our suggestions were made
known to the joint commitiee at various
stages of the committee's work, even
after the hearings had been completed.
So, while it is our hope that this book will
stimulate public discussion of the role of
today’s Congress, there is little in its
pages that can be considered new mate-
rial for the joint committee.

As a third order of business, we have
attempted to keep the dialog moving
on our side of the aisle in a constant ef-
fort to find new and better answers to

AND
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the problems of inefficiency, confusion,
and the diminishing influence of today’s
Congress.

The case for House Republicans on the
issue of congressional reform could hard-
ly be clearer: our efforts, conclusions,
and sincere purpose are matters of pub-
lic record. Our supplemental views in
the final report of the joint committee
attest to this.

I wish to add only two further com-
ments to the remarks of my Missouri
colleagues here this afternoon. First,
from painful experience, our task force
can testify to the complexity and vast
scope of the problem of congressional
reorganization. It is a job of no mean
proportions to study various aspects of
the overall problem and submit research
conclusions based on data compiled in
this compartmentalized fashion. It 1s
exceedingly more difficult to shape an
omnibus bill of more than 100 compatible
separate reforms. As chairman of our
task force, I fully appreciate how intri-
cate and painstaking a process it is to
analyze, sort, and eventually weld to-
gether, the many pieces that go to make
up a progressive reform bill.

By way of a final observation, I
wish to comment on the distinguished
work of my colleague, the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. Curtis]l. Congres-
sional reform has had no stronger a
champion in this Congress or more per-
sistent an advocate in Congress than he.
His patient scholarship, driving deter-
mination, and self-effacing assistance
have sustained and guided our task force
efforts, and his wisdom is in the bill he
had introduced today. I have a number
of reasons for supporting this legislation,
and not the least of them is the knowl-
edge that it has come to fruition out of
the labor and influence of the ranking
House Republican member of the Joint
Organization Committee. At an appro-
priate time I will discuss certain short-
comings of this legislation based on the
significant and constructive recom-
mendations in our supplemental views.

DROUGHT RELIEF FOR FARMERS:
PROBLEMS AND PROPOSALS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MaTsUNAGA). Under previous order of
the House the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. MatHIAs] is recognized for 30
minutes.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Speaker, after a
long, dry, devastating summer, the rains
have finally come to the eastern sea-
board. Unfortunately, though, the re-
cent rain has been too late to offset the
impact of even this year's drought, much
less to make amends for the cumulative
effects of 5 consecutive years of low pre-
cipitation. The storms of September
cannot solve the problems which began
in June, July, and August, and which
will plague many farmers next January,
February, and March.

The able and industrious farmers of
my own State, Maryland, are now beset
not only by the problems which confront
farmers throughout the Nation, but also
by the special and serious woes inflicted
by the drought. Many of them are now
in deep economic trouble, caused by the
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quirks of weather and compounded by
the vagaries of Agriculture Department
policies. Because of drought, their pro-
duction of feed grains, both for com-
mercial markets and for their own use,
is down. Because of the inexorable
rules of dwindling supply and increasing
demand, their overhead is up. Because
of the rigidity of Agriculture Depart-
ment regulations, no real relief can be
obtained.

Three statements summarize the pres-
ent situation. First, Mr, James M. Voss,
chairman of the Maryland State ASC
Committee, reported in his Informa-
tional Letter of September 1 that the
estimated Maryland corn crop for 1966,
based on the August 1 crop conditions,
had dropped 36 percent below the esti-
mate which had been based on crop con-
ditions on July 1. At the same time, he
observed that the estimated yield per
acre this year, as of August 1, was 45
bushels, over 39 percent below last year.

Second, a Frederick County dairy
farmer advised me earlier this month
that his expenses for feed grains alone
had risen 5.5 percent in the past 6
weeks. All signs indicate that these
prices will continue upward, while the
volume of feed grains required for his
herd can only be reduced at a sacrifice
of production.

Third, I have been advised that the av-
erage age of Maryland dairy farmers is
now 49. This startling figure reflects the
fact that many younger farmers, with
relatively slim resources, have either
been driven out of farming by deepening
debt, or have been discouraged from en-
tering the field at all. Consequently,
more of Maryland’s rich farm acreage is
for sale right now than at any other time
in recent years. Due to rising land val-
ues and the shortage of farmers’ capital,
much of this land is being purchased for
conversion to non-agricultural use.
This accelerating shortage of farms, and
therefore of farmers, if not reversed, will
have serious consequences in the years
ahead, as the demand for all commodi-
ties rises sharply in this area, in the Na-
tion and throughout the world.

This summer I have traveled exten-
sively throughout central and western
Maryland, and have talked with count-
less farm groups and individuals about
the immediate and long-range problems
they face. These meetings have reaf-
firmed my conviction that bold leader-
ship is necessary, now, both to reform
present programs for immediate drought
relief, and to develop new general poli-
cies to help American farmers become
truly self-sufficient, so that no special
crisis programs need be invoked in the
future.

Mr. Speaker, at present there are four
major programs of assistance to
drought-stricken areas: the privilege of
grazing or haying on diverted acreage;
the privilege of purchasing surplus feed
grains at lower prices; reductions in
shipping fees for hay; and low-cost cred-
it. These programs, which essentially
offer only limited aid, have been hobbled
by restrictive and inconsistent adminis-
tration. Today, therefore, I am intro-
ducing legislation and recommending
administrative actions to strengthen and
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straighten out existing drought assist-
ance. My suggestions are based on the
overwhelming agreement of Maryland
farmers that these programs, as pres-
ently operated, are ineffective and ineq-
uitable, and that certain reforms are
necessary before “relief” efforts can ac-
tually help at all.

GRAZING PRIVILEGES

This program, the only one approved
for any Maryland counties before Sep-
tember 2, permits farmers to graze their
herds on crop hay before November 1
on acreage diverted from production un-
der the four existing land diversion pro-
grams. While these privileges may be
beneficial in theory, in practice two fac-
tors undermine their usefulness. First,
obviously the diverted acreage has re-
ceived no more rain this year, or in the
last 5 years, than the rest of Mary-
land agricultural land, and much of what
is supposedly “extra pasture land” has
actually burned dry. Second, even
where pasturing is feasible, the charging
of fees for use of this land minimizes
any gains which might otherwise be
made.

While the establishment of fees for
grazing or haying on diverted land is
presently required by the Agriculture
Department, it is not required by law
under the conservation reserve program.
These charges, while substantial from
the point of view of hard-pressed farm-
ers, are insignificant in the perspective
of the multi-billion-dollar operations of
the Department of Agriculture, and ap-
pear to be levied less for their revenue
than for the sake of regulation.

I am therefore recommending to Sec-
retary Freeman that these nuisance fees
be abolished.

LIVESTOCK FEED PROGRAM

I regret that it is not possible yet to
comment on the actual operation of this
program in Maryland this year. Despite
clear evidence that crops are scant and
feed grains are in short supply, and de-
spite the urgent requests of at least 11
county ASC committees and the certifi-
cation of the State disaster committee,
the livestock feed program has not yet
been authorized.

Mr. Speaker, in my judgment Secre-
tary Freeman's arbitrary decision to
withhold this assistance is based on sev-
eral arguments, unsupported, and actu-
ally contradicted, by the facts. I have
had extensive correspondence on these
points with Secretary Freeman and his
aids, and would like to include at this
point the following three letters:

AucusT 23, 1966.

DEAR Mr. MaTHIAS: In response to your
letter of August 17 asking for more drought
assistance for Carroll and Frederick counties
than that described in our letter of August
16, the Livestock Feed Program has not been
authorized in any State or county this sum-
mer. Even though the oat and barley crops
and later the corn crop may be reduced
somewhat due to the drought, adequate sup-
plies of feed grains should be available for
sometime after harvest at reasonable prices.
It is still too early to be certain what the
corn crop will produce (including ensilage)
if weather conditions should improve. How-
ever, if the Livestock Feed Program is pre-
maturely approved in the meantime to make
CCC stocks of feed grains available at reduced
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prices, such action would definitely depress
the price for farmers in Maryland who have
these crops to market.

We believe conditions generally are not
sufficiently acute to warrant initiating the
Livestock Feed am at this time, If the
State and County USDA Disaster Committees
determine that conditions have worsened, we
would be glad to consider their recommenda-
tions at some appropriate later date.

We appreciate your calling our attention
to this important matter. We will watch
developments closely. We hope that the un-
fortunate livestockmen in the drought areas
will be favored wih badly needed rains before
it is too late for 1966 crops and grazing.

Sincerely yours,
RoBERT 8. REED,
Assistant to the Secretary.
AvcusT 31, 1966.

Dear Mg. SECRETARY: Since recelving your
assistant’s letter of August 23, I have dis-
cussed his comments with a number of the
leading farmers of drought-stricken areas.

The implied suggestion that Maryland
farmers stage an Indian rain dance is hardly
constructive under the present clrcum-
stances. The farmers I have consulted agree
with me that, even as of August 23, when
Mr. Reed wrote, any rain would have been
“too late for 1966 crops and grazing." The
Chairman of the Maryland ASC Committee
did declare that “rains must come soon if
they are to help this winter's feed supply,”
but that statement appeared in his Infor-
mational Letter of August 1. Early corn
required rain at least five weeks ago; late
corn, at least a week or two ago. Further,
many farmers are cutting their corn right
now, although it is immature, so that little
corn will be left to receive any rain which
may appear during the next few weeks. A
decision by you now would help many in
determining whether to chop corn for silos
or keep it to pick.

The authorization to use diverted acreage
for pasturing has proved to have very little
value for most Maryland farmers. Obviously
these lands have received no more rain this
year, or in the last five years, than the rest
of the agricultural acreage, and much of
what is theoretically *“extra pasture lands”
has burned up. Even where some pasturing
is possible, the fees charged for use of the
land—fees which were not publicly men-
tioned prior to the granting of this “relief"—
undercut any gains which might be made
through this program.

The farmers with whom I have talked have
ralsed serious guestions about the assertion
that “if the Livestock Feed Pr is pre-
maturely approved . .. such action would
deficitely depress the price for farmers in
Maryland who have these crops to market.”
They have pointed out, first, that the market
price of corn went up about a month ago,
due to existing shortages and increased de-
mand. Such higher prices for essential feed
obviously undermine any remaining chance
for profitable farming in Maryland this year.
Since not all farmers will be eligible to re-
ceive surplus feed grains, the provision of
these surpluses to some would help reduce
market pressures and bring the price back
to reasonable levels. Moreover, the price of
surplus feed grains is not really much less
than the customary market price, so that
serious depression of the market price is
highly improbable.

In general, I would urge you to reassess
the value of existing drought assistance pro-
grams more realistically. In so doing, I hope
you will bear in mind the fact that the pro-
longed drought has forced Maryland farm-
ers to use grains for supplemental feed on
4 year-round basis. The problem now is far
more acute and extended than one of simply
insuring adequate winter feed.

It is my considered judgment that the
entire Agriculture Department program of
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drought assistance should be thoroughly re-

- formed. Toward this end, I would be most

happy to arrange a survey of conditions in
the fields, and a discussion with representa-
tives of Maryland farmers, for you and your
assistants,
Very sincerely,
CHARLES McC. MATHIAS, Jr.
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND
CONSERVATION SERVICE,
Washington, D.C., September 9, 1966.
Hon. CHARLES McC. MATHIAS, Jr.,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEAr MR. MATHIAS: This is in reply to your
letter of August 31, 1966, concerning the
need for the Livestock Feed Program in the
drought area of Maryland.

The Department is fully aware of the
drought conditions which are so generally
prevalent in Maryland, Pennsylvania, Vir-
ginia, and West Virginia. However, we still
believe that conditions with respect to the
availability of feed grains are not sufficiently
acute to warrant a Livestock Feed Program
at this time.

We recognize that livestock producers and
dairymen would like to know whether the
Livestock Feed Program will be authorized
at some future date. This information is
desirable in order that they can plan ahead.
Most of our farm programs are announced
in advance so that farmers can plan their
future operation. However, the Livestock
Feed Program cannot be announced prior
to the time it has been determined that
conditions have become sufficiently acute to
warrant assistance.

We appreciate your interest in this mat-
ter and assure you that a close watch will
be kept on conditions in the counties and
further action will be taken if justified by
the facts.

Sincerely yours,
H. D. GODFREY,
Administrator.

Mr. Speaker, I regret that Mr. Godfrey
did not see fit either to respond to the
points I made in my letter of September
1, or to offer additional arguments to
support his contention that the situa-
tion is not yet serious enough to warrant
approval of the livestock feed program.
Since the State disaster committee,
headed by the chairman of the Mary-
land ASC Committee, has recommended
this aid, and since Washington officials,
to my knowledge, have not made any
field inspections of their own, I cannot
understand their persistent rejection of
the informed judement of men on the
scene.

Further, from past experience, Mary-
land farmers know that their problems
will not end if the livestock feed pro-
gram 1is eventually approved. Two
administrative restrictions, resulting
either from the rigidity or from the am-
biguity of Agriculture Department regu-
lations, have consistently irritated farm-
ers and unduly complicated the pro-
vision of surplus feed grains.

First, section 3 of the act of September
21, 1959, provides that surplus feed grains
be made available only to those farmers
who, besides living in drought disaster
areas, are unable to obtain adequate
grain supplies “through normal channels
of trade without undue financial hard-
ship.” In some States local officials have
interpreted this provision as requiring
that, no matter how scarce commercial
supplies may be, and no matter how high

23455

the market price may have soared, indi-
vidual farmers applying for aid must file
a detailed financial statement. The de-
termination as to whether “undue finan-
cial hardship” exists in every individual
case is left to the respective county ASC
committees, resulting in a wide varia-
tion of policies and criteria for eligibility,
and placing divergent burdens of proof
on both the farmers and the committee-
men.,

While I agree that surplus feed grains
should not be handed out indiscrimi-
nately, it seems to me that, where an area
has been declared a drought disaster
area—especially for several successive
years—farmers should not be forced to
prove near-indigence to be eligible for
special help. Therefore, I am introdue-
ing today a bill to repeal the “hardship”
provisions of existing law.

The second problem is that the Agri-
culture Department has required that,
where farmers purchase feed grains di-
rectly through county committees, pay-
ment must be made in cash at the time
of purchase. This stipulation, which is
not specified in law, seems to have been
established simply for the administra-
tive convenience of the Agriculture De-
partment. Since farmers in drought-
stricken areas are generally very short
of cash, it seems obvious that county
committees should be permitted and en-
couraged to extend reasonable short-
term credit, for periods of perhaps 30 to
90 days, to farmers purchasing surplus
feed grains. I am today urging the
Secretary of Agriculture to grant this
diseretion.

SHIPMENT OF HAY

If feed grains are not available in a
disaster area, and cannot be purchased
in sufficient quantities irom surplus
stocks, obviously the farmer's only alter-
native is to buy grains from other areas.
Under existing law, the Interstate Com-
merce Commission is authorized to per-
mit railroads to reduce freight rates for
hauling hay into disaster areas. Clearly
the farmer should be the real beneficiary
of such rate reductions, but farmers have
testified that this is not the case. Ac-
cordingly, I am today introducing a bill
providing that, notwithstanding any
other provisions of law, the Secretary of
Agriculture is authorized to reimburse
farmers in drought disaster areas for
one-half the cost of transporting hay by
any common carrier to such areas from
other areas approved by the Secretary.

LOW-COST CREDIT

In times of economic hardship, the
farmer’s greatest need is for funds with
which to pay his operating costs and
maintain his capital investment. Cur-
rently the Farmers Home Administra-
tion is authorized to make loans at 3
percent in designated disaster areas, but
only to farmers who “are unable to ob-
tain sufficient credit elsewhere to finance
their actual needs at reasonable rates
and terms.” Like the definition of
“hardship” under the livestock feed pro-
gram, the administration of this restric-
tion is left primarily to county commit-
tees and FHA agents, producing a wide
range of definitions of “reasonable rates,”
and greatly varying criteria for proof of
financial need. In some States and some
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counties farmers must have evidence of
actual credit rejection by commercial
lenders. In other States and counties,
no such requirement is enforced, so that
both uniformity of interpretation and
equity of treatment are lacking.

Recently a Frederick County farmer,
protesting the rigidity of such require-
ments, wrote me that it should be “un-
necessary for self-respecting farmers to
be subjected to credit rejection before
cheap money is made avaliable for feed
purchases.” His comment, which I en-
dorse completely, summarizes the false
premises on which our drought disaster
programs, and particularly the low-cost
credit programs, are now based. Per-
haps the key to USDA failures in this
area is the Department's apparent equa-
tion of “drought relief” with “relief” in
the welfare sense, rather than in the
sense of temporary aid. But Maryland
farmers do not want a dole, nor do they
seek to become permanent wards of the
Government. Rather, while Federal
subsidy and control policies ecircum-
seribe their operations, and when ex-
traordinary natural disasters make prof-
itable farming impossible, they simply
need temporary assistance, similar to the
type provided to small businesses.

I suspect that, before truly appro-
priate and adequate assistance can be
given to farmers in drought disaster
areas, the Agriculture Department’s en-
tire attitude will have to be changed. As
a first step, I am today asking Secretary
Freeman to issue regulations which de-
fine the restrictions on FHA low-interest
loans to make it unnecessary for indi-
vidual farmers to suffer actual credit re-
jections, or for individual county agents
to probe every detail of farmers’ finan-
cial standing. Especially when, as now,
commercial credit rates are high and
loans are hard to obtain, it appears
reasonable for the Department to estab-
lish guidelines which, perhaps by defin-
ing regions of tight credit, lift the burden
of proof from the farmer and the burden
of judgment from the county agent.

Second, as a long-range reform, I am
calling upon the Department of Agricul-
ture to provide alternate methods of pro-
viding the low-cost, long-term credit
which drought-stricken farmers need. I
am prepared to introduce legislation
necessary for this purpose. A feasible
- step, which I will study in detail, might
be to authorize the Farmers Home Ad-
ministration to guarantee loans made
through commercial sources and to pay
all interest charges above a basic rate of
perhaps 3 percent. I am asking Secre-
tary Freeman to review this proposal
without delay.

INSURANCE

The ultimate answer to the credit prob-
lem could be to establish a system of
drought insurance for farmers. Obvious-
ly the actuarial difficulties involved are
extensive, and require expert analysis be-
fore such a program could be imple-
mented even on an experimental basis.
Accordingly, I am today urging Secre-

tary Freeman to initiate studies of the .

feasibility of augmenting the present
limited erop insurance programs through
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a new program of insurance not for spe-
cific crops, but for all major crops pro-
duced in geographical areas especially
subject to prolonged and damaging
drought. Such an advance would be in
full accord with the basie purpose of the
Federal crop insurance program, set forth
in 7 US.C. 1502 as “to promote the na-
tional welfare by improving the economic
stability of agriculture through a sound
system of crop insurance and providing
the means for the research and experi-
ence helpful in devising and establishing
such insurance.”
CONCLUSION

Mr, Speaker, there are few signs that
the persistent effects of the long north-
eastern drought will be ending soon.
Even after normal year-round rainfall
resumes, farmers will need assistance in
recouping the losses they have suffered
during the past 5 years. The rigid pol-
icies and attitudes of the Agriculture
Department have so far failed to provide
the aid that farmers seek, within the
framework of the farmers’ essential de-
sire for economic self-sufficiency and in-
dependence. The current policies are
ineffective, inefficient, and inequitable.
They do not help the farmer’s income,
and they wound his dignity.

The legislation and administrative
changes I have recommended today
would be immediate steps on the road to
reform. To summarize, today I am, first,
asking Secretary Freeman to abolish the
nuisance fees charged for use of diverted
acreage in designated areas; second, in-
troducing a bill to repeal the requirement
that farmers in disaster areas may pur-
chase surplus feed grains at reduced
prices only if they cannot obtain needed
supplies commercially without undue
finanecial hardship; third, urging Secre-
tary Freeman to permit county commit-
tees to extend short-term credit for pur-
chase of surplus feed grains; fourth, in-
troducing a bill authorizing the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to reimburse farmers
in drought disaster areas for one-half
the cost of shipping hay by any common
carriers; fifth, asking Secretary Freeman
to issue new regulations defining eligi-
bility for low-cost FHA credit to remove
the need for detailed and divergent
“means tests” and proof of credit rejec-
tion; sixth, calling on the Agriculture
Department to review alternate sources
of low-cost, long-term ecredit, including
possible loan guarantee programs; and
seventh, urging Secretary Freeman to
study the feasibility of a new crop insur-
ance program covering all major crops
produced in drought disaster areas.

These steps would be immediate ad-
vances toward effectiveness and equity in
our drought-assistance programs. As I
have indicated, far more basic changes
are also necessary. I will continue to
work for new general policies through
which the American farmer can achieve
his proper role as a full and free partner
in American prosperity.

THE SAFETY OF THE PEOPLE

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
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from California [Mr. Urrl may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and ineclude extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the reguest of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. UTT. Mr. Speaker, Adm. Ben
Moreell, former Chief of the Civil Engi-
neer Corps of the U.S. Navy, and dis-
tinguished chairman of Americans for
Constitutional Action, gave the com-
mencement address to the graduating
class of Grove City College, Grove City,
Pa., on July 4 of this year.

In his remarks, which he entitled “The
Safety of the People,” this distinguished
American addressed himself to one of
the paramount problems of this unhap-
py age, the breakdown of order in all
facets of our society.

Mr. Speaker, the prime function of any
government is the maintenance of order
and tranquility. Without these hall-
marks of ecivilization, no nation can
exist, much less progress. I commend
Admiral Moreell’'s remarks to my col-
leagues, and insert his speech in the
Recorp at this point:

THE SAFETY OF THE PEOPLE

(By Adm. Ben Moreell, Civil Engineer Corps,
U.S. Navy (retired))

In light of the turmoil and chaos which
now enmesh our nation, at hcne and abroad,
and the consequent bewilderment of our
people, it is important to review our policies
and practices over the past he'f century to
determine, if we can, the causes of the cur-
rent confusion.

Starting practically “from t~ratch,” we be-
came, in little over a century, the greatest
nation in recorded history in terms of spirit-
ual stature, individual freedom, material
productivity, cultural progress, biblical char-
ity and the security of our citizens and their
property.

But, as we prospered, we lost sight of the
fact that the blessings we enjoyed are not
self-perpetuating, that they are premised on
certain spiritual and cultural conditions
which this generation did not create, which
we inherited, and which we are losing! We
are consuming our capital! That is the
surest road to bankruptcy in business. And
I am just as sure that our national well-
being cannot outlast the current exhaustion
of our spiritual and cultural capitall

THE HIGHER LAW

In his classic work, “De Legibus,” Cicero,
greatest of Rome's jurists and philosophers
in the law, set forth this proposition:

‘“The safety of the people shall be the High-
est Law.”

That dictum stemmed from the concept
that there is a Higher or Natural Law which
transcends all man-made law. The idea
originated with the ancient Greeks, was elab-
orated by Aristotle, and later adopted by
the Stolcs from whom it was taken over
by Cicero and incorporated into the Roman
law.

It was accepted by our Founding Fathers
for inclusion in the Declaration of Independ-
ence, as evidenced by their avowed reliance
on “the laws of Nature and of Nature’s God"”
as sanction for their claim to that “separate
and equal station—among the powers of the
earth” to which a people is entitled when
it becomes necessary—*“to dissolve the polit-
ical bands which have connected them with
another."”

Professor Edward S. Corwin, noted scholar
and teacher of jurisprudence, in his essay,
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“The ‘Higher Law' Background of Amerlcan
Constitutional Law,” wrote:

“There are , . . certain principles of right
and justice which are entitled to prevail of
their own intrinsic excellence, altogether re-
gardless of the attitude of those who wield
the physical resources of the community.
Such principes were made by no human
hands . . . They are external to all will as
such and interpenetrate all reason as such.
They are eternal and immutable. In rela-
tion to such principles, human laws are . . .
merely a record or transcript, and their en-
actment an act not of will or power but one
of discovery and declaration.”

Later, with respect to the 9th Amendment
of the Constitution, which validates those
rights of the people which are not specifically
enumerated, he wrote:

“Such rights . .. owe nothing to their
recognition in the Constitution. Such recog-
nition was necessary if the Constitution was
to be regarded as complete.

“Thus the legallty of the Constitution, its
supremaecy, and its claim to be worshipped,
alike find common standing ground on the
belief in a law superior to human governors.”

That concept was endorsed by the late
President Hoover in his address to the 1956
Republican National Convention. He sald:

“Those great documents of 180 years ago
from our Founding Fathers must still be the
foundation of our American way of life . . .

“I have falth that there are principles
which neither Communism, nor Soclalism,
nor neutralism, nor other evil ideas, nor even
the march of time, can defeat. Those truths
came into the world along with the shooting
stars of which worlds are made. They are
as inevitable as the existence of the Supreme
Being, the forces of gravity, and the ceaseless
struggle of mankind to be free.”

LIMITS FOR MAN-MADE LAW

Those “principles of right and justice” fix
the limits within which man-made law must
function if we are to avoid doing violence to
the higher law of nature.

The Declaration defined those limits as
follows:

“We hold these truths to be self-evident:
That all men are created equal; that they are
endowed by their Creator with certain un-
alienable rights; that among these are life,
liberty and the pursuit of happiness; that to
secure those rights, governments are insti-
tuted among men, deriving their just powers
from the consent of the governed; that
whenever any form of government becomes
destructive of these ends, it is the right of
the people to alter or abolish it and to insti-
tute new government ., . .”

The preliminary drafts of the Declaration
and contemporarv documents make clear
that the phrase “all men are created equal”
was intended to denote equality before God
and before the law, not an impossible
equality of natural talents and consequent
equality of material possessions. Similarly,
it was intended that all men should be free to
pursue happiness, the responsibility for
catching up with it remaining with the pur-
suer, Happiness, per se, is not a natural
right but something to be earned by indi-
vidual effort, & concept which differs ma-
terially from that of “The Great Soclety”
zealots who now steer our Ship of State.

Those basic principles were to establish
the framework for a “government of laws
and not of men.,” Our Central Government
was to be one of strictly limited powers,
specified in a written constitution. Further-
more, those powers were to be augmented,
extended, eliminated, reduced or re-distrib-
uted only by the procedures prescribed in
the Constitution itself, not by judiclal in-
terpretation, legislative mandate, executive
decree nor by arbitrary seizure which has
no legislative sanction but is based on the
theory that certain undefined powers inhere
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naturally in the presidency. All of these
devices have been used in recent years by
power-hungry and impatient government of-
ficials to rationalize their violations of con-
stitutional prohibitions and limitations on
their authority.

The texts of the Declaration and the Con-
stitution, the debates in the Constitutional
Conventions, in the Congress and in the State
legislatures, as well as contemporary records,
notably the sermons of the colonial clergy,
indicate general agreement that broadly
speaking, the functions of the Central Gov-
ernment should be limited to the following:

1. Protection of the citizens' lives, limbs,
liberties and 1lvelihoods, that 1is, their
honestly acquired property, agalnst aggres-
slon from without and internal disorder;

2. Dispensation of equal justice under law;
and

3. Keeping the records incident thereto.

Other than these, the people were to be
free to pursue their own interests, provided
this did not lead them to trespass on the
rights of others.

It was held that such limitations on gov-
ernment powers could be effective only in
a soclal order where there is a generally
prevailing concept of the nature of the uni-
verse and how it is ordered, and the nature
of man and his place in that universe; that
concept being defined as follows:

1. Man has inherent and inalienable rights,
bestowea on him by God, which are in con-
formity with universally valld and eternal
moral laws;

2. All just government powers are derived
from the citizens by voluntary delegation;

8. To avoid trespassing on the individual’s
rights, there must be a free market for goods,
services and ideas, into which government
must not intrude except to protect those
rights; and

4. For every natural right there are col-
lateral responsibilities and moral duties, im-
posed on the individual, to make his con-
duct conform to the code set forth in such
stern admonitions as The Ten Command-
ments, The Sermon On The Mount and The
Golden Rule.

On this foundation, our people erected
the structure of a great social order which,
until recent decades, stood as a beacon of
hope for the future of all mankind.

EQUANDERING OUR LEGACY

How well have we managed this heritage?
I believe my generation has squandered its
legacy. We have permitted the superstruc-
ture of this citadel of freedom to be ravaged
and its foundations eroded to the point
where there is danger of total collapse.
* Our intense pursuit of profit and pleasure
left little time or inclination to reflect on the
dismal records of some great civilizations of
the past, best exemplified by the tragic de-
cline and fall of the Roman Empire. This
debacle resulted when “the safety of the
people” was no longer revered as “the high-
est law"” but had given way to ruthless com-
petition for political or economic power, an
essential feature of which was corruption of
the people by ever-increasing government
largesse in the form of food, clothing, shel-
ter, entertalnment, “bread and circuses.”
These were the prototypes of our present-
day multi-faceted “war on poverty,” pub-
licly-financeqd stadiums, playgrounds, recrea-
tion areas, theatres, cultural centers, and a
myriad of other “Great Soclety” subventions.

All of us must share the blame for this
betrayal of our trust. Several years ago in
a public address I reproached our National
legislators for their seduction of the people
by government “hand-outs.” I received a
letter from a prominent Senator, a friend of
long standing, in which he said, “Don't be
too hard on us. We give you the kind of
government you demand , ., . or will tol-
erate.”
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Over the past fifty years we have propa-
gated a child-like faith in the competence
of government to achieve any kind of mate-
rial, economic, social or moral purpose. Im=-
plementing this faith we have stood by,
meekly, while government seized authority
at an ever-increasing pace, centralizing it in
Washington, where it would be shielded from
the scrutiny of those from whom it had been
taken; and this is always done under the
pretext that it is solely for the good of the
people!

But even more destructive is the fact that,
as government functions today, decisions on
matters of vital import to the security and
well-being of our nation are most frequently
taken in light of their probable political ef-
fects, rather than being based on purely eco-
nomie, social or national security considera-
tions.

It has been sald that the people never give
up their liberties except under some delusion.
In this case the delusion is that government
which, after all, is operated by ordinary mor-
tals like you and me, not by gods or super-
men, has some superior competence in the
realm of economics, some mysterious magic
multiplier of wealth, some power to open
the doors to a vast store of economic goods
which can be had without working for them,
merely by voting for them!

Few of us are completely immune to such
delusions, or to the human passions which
they arouse, apathy, fear, greed and violence.
But those who see the terminus of this
“devil’s highway"” are duty bound to sound
the alarm.

Let us look briefly at some areas where we
have departed from our time-tested princi-
ples, and thus jeopardized “the safety of the
people,”

THE EVILS OF INFLATION

Perhaps most obvious is the debauchery
of our currency. Largely as the result of
profligate spending and shiftless fiscal and
monetary policies, at home and abroad, our
gold reserve, intended to insure national sol-
vency and to promote dynamic economic
equilibrium, has been depleted to the point
where our government resorts to frantic
maneuvers in the international money marts
to avold devaluation of the dollar,

Our maudlin foreign aid programs have
served principally to buttress unstable au-
thoritarian and socialist governments, to line
the pockets of dictators and their henchmen
and to subsidize cutthroat foreign competi-
tion with our own industries.

Our public debt is at an all-time high and
increases each year. In addition, there are
hidden obligations accumulated under the
soclal security and government retirement
systems, and as guarantees of mortgages and
other indebtedness, which amount to hun-
dreds of billlons, the total of Central Govern-
ment liabilities alone having been estimated
recently at 1%, trillion dollars, that is, $1500
billlons, or $7500.00 for every man, woman
and child in the nation!

The debts of States, subordinate units of
government, and public “authorities,” as
well as private indebtedness have kept pace
with that of the Central Government. Our
nation is mortgaged to the hilt! And the
process continues. Unbalanced national
budgets have become a way of life. During
the past five years the National Budget has
averaged an annual deficit of $6.3 billions.
Since 1939 inflation has reduced the pur-
chasing power of our dollar to about 43
cents, with commensurate decreases in pur-
chasing power of the peoples’ savings ac-
counts, pensions, insurance policies, annui-
ties and other fixed income investments.

Increases in the costs of replacing obsolete
industrial equipment and for new equip-
ment to expand production reflect the cur-
rent inflation. These, together with our
subsidization of forelgn industries, have im-
palired our ability to compete in the world's
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markets, including even those of our own
country, and thus to provide decent johs for
a rapidly growing working population,

The “New Deal” strategists conferred on
the late President Hoover the polltically-
motivated distinction of having caused
single-handedly, a world-wide depression
which they magnanimously named after
him! But even if their arguments had the
slightest wvalldity, compared to the fiscal
achievements of the various Deals, Frontiers
and Socleties which followed him, Mr.
Hoover was a mere novice!

Several years ago the Economists National
Committee on Monetary Policy published an
analysis which showed that losses in pur-
chasing power of the people’s savings arising
from the depreciation of our dollar during
the periods 1939 to 1859 and 1960 were 122
times the loss of $1,901,000,000 of deposits in
banks for the years 1921-1933, This in-
cludes the period of the New Deal's mis-
named “Hoover Depressionl!” The culprit
responsible for these huge inflationary losses
is the agency that creates dollars out of thin
ailr and pumps them into our economic
blood-stream with no off-setting increases in
goods and services available for purchases.
This agency is our own out-of-bounds gov-
ernment. During the past five years our
purchasing media (currency and checking
accounts) have increased at an annual rate
of more than 6%, the highest for any such
period since World War II. And the rate is
increasing; the rate during the past year
being 8.9%.

But the harsh realities of politics will not
permit government to admit its guilt. So
government looks for a scape-goat, prefer-
ably one who will be a politically profitable
whipping boy. In this case it is private in-
dustry, whose managers have tried earnestly
to protect their owners' propertles against
inflationary erosions by proposing modest
increases in the prices of their products.

The government propaganda machine is
then turned on full-force in an effort to
delude our people into believing that private
industry is not the unfortunate victim of
inflation but is the greedy villain who caused
it!

Initially inflation weighs most heavily on
the thrifty citizens who, largely through fixed
income investments, have tried to provide a
competence for their old age or security for
their loved ones. But, eventually, it involves
the entire nation. The resultant chaos can
be ended only by dictatorship and ruthless
suppression of the rights of the people. A
dictator has been defined as the recelver for
a nation gone bankrupt!

I have dwelt at some length on this sub-
Ject because debauchery of the currency is
g0 pervasive that, ultimately, no one can
entirely escape 1ts destructive effects, Our
government, whose fiscal and monetary pol-
jeles and practices induce inflation, stands
guilty of flagrant violation of that highest
law—the safety of the people!

THE CRISIS OF MORALS

Not unrelated to the debauchery of our
currency is the natlonal crisis of morals
and moral courage.

Our national crime rates, notably crimes
of violence, are skyrocketing, as are the rates
of divorce, juvenile delinquency, illegitimate
births and family desertions. There are all-
too-frequent evidences of corruption in high
places in public and private life. We are
demoralized by an apathetic acceptance of
low standards of conduct of prominent per-
sons and of the general public; an increas-
ing tolerance of openly flaunted pornog-
raphy in the theatre, books, periodicals, re-
cordings, movies and television; the deteri-
oration of family life; derision of religion and
spiritual values; and downgrading of the in-
dividual as a responsible creature of God,
sovereign in his natural rights, having per-
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sonal worth and dignity, deserving of respect
because he is self-respecting and respectable.

Our situation is more precarious because
we do not receive from those to
whom we look for help. We urge people to
go back to church; but there they frequently
find that the forces which have undermined
our traditional bellefs have infected the very
source of those beliefs, the church itselfl

Many of our prominent and articulate
churchmen and some of our most influential
church bodies favor soclalization of our na-
tional life and urge that more power be
placed in the hands of government., Others
have sought to make the churches over into
a political force to put pressure on legislators.
Many to whom we look for guidance out of
the morass of materialism and State-imposed
humanism appear to have "made a deal”
for a partnership between God and Caesar,
with God cast in the role of very junior
partner.

Others assert with the assurance born of
ignorance that “God is dead, and man has
inherited His throne" ... weak, witless,
sinful man, frequently unable to resolve the
problems of his own small household, but
supremely confident of his competence to
plan and direct the orderly functioning of
the Cosmaos!

I have long believed that personal example
is the most powerful element of effective
leadership, for good or for evil. A falr read-
ing of the record leads to the conclusion
that, in its role of Robin Hood, our giant
government has provided the worst kind of
moral leadership for our people. Robin
Hood may have been impelled by the most
altruistic of motives—but he was still a
thief! Today the “powers that be” neatly
gloss over the fact that when people vote for
legislators who promise them "goodies” at
the expense of those who worked to produce
them, they become partners with govern-
ment in thievery! More's the pity that such
legalized larceny has the sanction of many
high government officials who urge the vot-
ers to “come and get it!”

Many politicians now run for office on the
platform, “I can get more from the govern-
ment for you.” But they do not mention
what government must first take from you
and others who produced the wealth. Pres-
ident Johnson had at least the virtue of
franknees when he stated, “We are going to
take from those who have and give it to the
have-nots.”

In a recent detailed study of soclalist
Sweden, commenting on public housing, the
author wrote: ‘“Here, as well as in other
spheres, personal corruption and indiffer-
ence to laws are the results of State inter-
vention in the functioning of the free mar-
ket economy."”

CIVIL RIGHTS AND MORAL WRONGS

Our social order is subjected to massive
stress as government seeks to impose legal
curbs on freedom to use or dispose of one's
property and the right to choose one's asso-
clates. Justifying the means they propose
by the ends they seek, public officials and
prominent private citizens, including many
of our clergy, encourage violation of those
laws which one does not lke, as well as civil
disobedience merely for its nuisance wvalue,
and 1llegal seizures of private property. All
such acts constitute trespass on the rights
of others and are “clvil wrongs!” They
point the way to anarchy and, ultimately,
to dictatorship!

Our judiciary frequently shows excessive
concern for the civil llberties of hardened
criminals at the expense of the moral and
legal rights of their innocent victims. Simi-
lar tolerance is displayed toward union
officials who order or condone acts of violence
on persons and property by their sub-
ordinates.

‘We appear to have reached the point where
the only license we need for the perpefra-
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tion of civil wrongs on a law-ablding and
peaceful citizenry or for the obstruction of
lawiul commerce is willingness to join a
picket line and carry a placard with a legend
which heaps abuse on those who have in-
curred our displeasure!

Giant Government in Washington grows at
the expense of State sovereignty and indi-
vidual rights. The Central Government now
owns more than 84% of the land area within
the boundaries of the fifty States, it owns

and operates more than 3000 tax-free com-

mercial activities in competition with its
own cltizens, it dispenses more than 26% of
the national income and it grows apacel
Such massive intrusions into the affairs of
the once Sovereign States and of the people,
many clearly in violation of the Constitu-
tion, impair economic freedom, discourage
prudent venture capital, impede development
of private enterprise and compromise the
safety of the people.

We appear to be suffering a paralysls of will
which saps our courage, moral and physical.
‘We are being transmuted from a God-fearing,
energetic, self-rellant, confident and venture-
some people, free and independent, into a
nation of timid dependents, insecure, ap-
prehensive, fearful of ineurring the dis-
pleasure and reprisals of our political masters
to whom we are told to look for food, cloth-
ing, shelter, medical care, education, en-

ent and security from the cradle to
the grave. And to receive those bounties, we
need only surrender control of our lives, our
fortunes and our sacred honor!

OUR FOREIGN POLICY

The emotions which paralyze our wills In
domestic affairs have infected our courage
and integrity when dealing with other na-
tions, On the international scene, compro-
mise of principle, appeasement of blustering
bullies, support of cruel oppressors, inter-
vention of the internal affairs of friendly
nations and surrender to blackmail, mark our
conduct. Moral principle is sacrificed on
the altar of expediency to achieve the promise
of a dublous security. Any dictator who
wishes to rub our nose in the dirt for po-
litical profit or personal pleasure does so
with impunity, secure in the knowledge that
when he is ready to trade we will buy him
off with genercus allocations of forelgn aid.

Little wonder, then, that Ehrushchev was
quoted as having remarked on his return
from his trip to America, “You spit in their
faces and they smilingly wipe it away and
say ‘The dew is very heavy today.'”

In the Vietnam war it appears that we
are exerting every effort to avold achieving
a clear-cut victory in order to induce the
communists to come to the bargaining table
where the first installment of a generous
payoff, budgeted at one billion dollars, awaits
them! While the arrogant aggressor is lei-
surely making up his mind, we continue
pouring men and materiel into the venture!
Here one must ask, “What's wrong with vie-
tory, since victory is the only sure way to
end both the aggression and the drain on our
human and material resources? And if vie-
tory is politically inexpedient why not with-
draw and end the bloodletting and the
waste?”

We are not respected by our enemies, by
the so-called neutrals, nor by our professed
friends. In spite of generous concessions in
all areas, “Yankee Go Home" has become an
international slogan. Unruly mobs, un-
restricted by police or other public authori-
tles, attack our embassies, legations, con-
sulates, libraries and other installations and
menace the safety of our representatives.

To show our complete confidence in the
honor of dictators who have repeatedly re-
pudiated their treaty obligations, our gov-
ernment has proposed a long-range program
for total disarmament of all nations, In
which we are now taking the lead, unilat-
erally,
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I am under no illusion. I know that a
Jeremiah is without honor, especially in his
own country, when the people become servile
and insensitive to moral wrongs under the
narcotic effects of a false prosperity, but-
tressed by massive government seductions
and propaganda. But those who feel, as I do,
that the safety of the people is in jeopardy
are morally bound to say so.

THE WAY AHEAD

Is there a way ahead which will take us out
of this morass? Is there a way to recover
the sanity and balance which once marked
our life? I am sure there is, if we are will-
ing to pay the price. But it is not by resort
to political legerdemain. It is by beating
our way upstream, against the swift-running
current, to those moral and spiritual values
upon which this nation was built. We must
be born again of the spirit!

I do not mean to imply that there are no
problems pecullar to the economic and
political levels of our national life. But if
men are not right at the deeper level, in
their understanding of the nature of the uni-
verse and man's position therein, they can
tinker with economic and political problems
from now until doomsday and still come up
with the wrong answers.

It is a case of putting first things first
and the very first thing is a rehabilitation of
our basic moral principles. Such an effort
on our part will call forth the support of
cosmic sanction, for God intended men to
be free. “The God Who gave us life gave
us liberty at the same time,” Jefferson ob-
served. But we will need conviction, courage,
tenacity, understanding, humility, compas-
sion and, above all, faith, to set in motion
what William James called *. . . those tiny
invisible, molecular moral forces which work
from individual to individual, creeping in
through the crannies of the world like so
many soft rootlets, or like the capillary ooz-
ing of water, but which, if you give them
time, will rend the hardest monuments of
man's pride.”

That is the way! May our Father in
Heaven endow us with wisdom, strength and
courage to follow it! Our forebears did so
under more oppressive conditlons than those
we face. We can do it too, provided only
that we have the willl That is your chal-
lenge and your opportunity! I pray you will
make this your post-graduate mission and,
if this be your resolve, that you will trans-
late it into action that counts. St. James
sald: “. . . Who so looketh into the perfect
law of liberty, and continueth therein, he
being not a forgetful hearer, but a doer of
the work, this man shall be blessed in his
deed.”

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
INSPECTION SERVICE

Mr. WATKINS. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. CALLAWAY] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. CALLAWAY. Mr. Speaker, the
Department of Agriculture in the July 21
Federal Register announced a proposed
change in their regulations. This
change would make it possible for the
Department to withdraw inspection serv-
ice from any processing plant in the
event that any employee attempted to
interfere vith the inspector, particularly
interference by improper means.

In an effort to defeat this proposal, I
today submitted the following statement
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to the Subcommittee on Dairy and Poul-

try of the Committee on Agriculture.

I was informed a few minutes ago that
the Department is recalling this proposed
regulation:

STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE Howarp H.
CarLLawAY BeErFoRE THE HOUSE AGRICULTURE
CoMMITTEE, DAIRY AND POULTRY SUBCOM-
MITTEE, SEPTEMBER 21, 1966
Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit the

following statement covering my views on
the proposed regulation 81.25(a) (1) (iv) by
the Department of Agriculture, which in my
oplnion raises some very serlous legal and
public interest problems.

In the beginning, I would like to em-
phasize that violence between poultry plant
employees and respected federal inspectors
cannot be condoned. Employees who en-
gage in such violence should be severely dis-
ciplined. In g this “anti-violence™
regulation 81.25(a) (1) (lv), however, the
Department has taken an unnecessary ap-
proach to the problem., Assault and bat-
tery are violations of the criminal laws
in every state. If the Department of Agricul-
ture wants to protect its inspectors and deter
acts of violence in the future, it can accom-
plish both these objectives by initiating
criminal proceedings in the state courts.

This regulation penalizes innocent partles,
who are in no way responsible for the vio-
lence. Dozens of employees could be laid-
off, and hundreds of farmers suffer, hecause
of an improper act of a single employee. The
employee may suffer an extensive economic
damage despite the fact that he may have
been incapable of preventing the trouble.

The vagueness of this regulation is also
cause for concern. A plant can be closed
down because an employer “attempted to
interfere . . . by improper means"” with a
federal inspector, What, exactly, are im-
proper means? How is one to distinguish
between interference and a vigorous ex-
change of views?

In addition, there is nothing in this regu-
lation that requires suspension orders to be
terminated after a reasonable period of time.
A plant may be closed down indefinitely
without giving the employer an opportunity
to present his views or to rectify the situa-
tion.

The proposed regulation appears to be an-
other gimmick to disturb and harass by
threat a self-sustaining industry. Since the
people of my State of Georgia are very proud
of our number one position in the produc-
tion, processing, and shipping of poultry, I
have a very positive interest in this matter.

Because of advanced techniques and fa-
cilities, this industry has been able to prosper
and yet maintain an economical product for
the family dinner table, this at a time when
we are suffering the worst inflationary spiral
in our counftry’'s history. The closing of a
plant for a week could not only work hard-
ship on dozens of plant workers, but in
addition hundreds of farmers would also be
hurt, which in turn could also affect the
economy of an entire community.

The people of my state are approaching the
“breaking point” on Washington directives
wnich affect our educational systems, health
problems, public highways, and our right to
enjoy the blessings of free enterprise, self-
reliance, and self-discipline within the laws
of the land.

For a long time, much too long, “en-
trenched officlaldom” in Washington have
sought to distort the will of the Congress of
the United States. As one of its proud Mem-
bers, I believe the time has come to “lock the
door” on any further intrusions into the
private and economic lives of our people.
These intrusions go far beyond the letter
and the intent of the legislation which was
enacted.

23459

The regulation before the subcommittee
is another prime example of this invasion
into the realm of threat, duress, and punish-
ment by the social dreamers and Great
Soclety conformists who are trying constantly
to usurp the prerogatives belonging to our
state and loeal units of government.

For the above reasons, I urge that the
proposed regulation be forgotten.

INTRODUCTION OF A BILL TO PRO-
VIDE AUTOMATIC INCREASES IN
SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS
WHEN INFLATION JUSTIFIES IT

Mr. WATKINS., Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. FIinpLEY] may extend
his remarks at this point in the ReEcorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I have
today introduced a bill to amend the
Social Security Act to provide for an
automatic cost-of-living increase in the
insurance benefits payable thereunder.

Today persons currently receiving
benefits, or eligible to do so on retirement
make up about four-fifths of the total
population over 65 and as much as 90 to
95 percent of the population now reach-
ing 65. For most beneficiaries, the so-
cial security benefit is a major source of
income during the retirement period.
For many it is the only source. Accord-
ing to a 1963 study prepared by the So-
cial Security Administration, the bene-
fit was practically the sole source of
cash income for nearly one-fifth of the
beneficiary couples and for more than
one-third of the nonmarried benefici-
aries who had been entitled to benefits
for a year or more.

To the lower income families, social
security is especially important. Bene-
fits contributed 85 percent or more of the
income of beneficiaries with total money
income below $1,000 in 1962; even for
those with income of $2,000 to $2,999, the
benefit accounted for 59 percent of the
couple's income and for 42 percent of the
income of the nonmarried beneficiaries.

Of the 18 million people now 65 and
older, significant proportions receive in-
come too low to permit independent liv-
ing by any reasonable standard. Social
security benefit payments help to meet
this problem, but inflation and the ris-
ing cost of living threatens even this
position. The Congress has not been en-
tirely unmindful of the impact of cost-
of-living increases on these pensions and
has periodically increased them. But
between these sporadic increases there
has usually been a timelag of several
yvears during which the pensioners have
suffered drops in their purchasing power.
For example, from 1958 through 1964,
just before the T-percent increase in pen-
sions was legislated, inflation cost social
security pensioners approximately $1.4
billion in loss of purchasing power.

An automatic inecrease in social secu-
rity benefits correlated to increases in
the consumer price index involves no in-
crease in costs as a level percentage of
payroll. Wage increases usually precede
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increases in the other components com-
prising the consumer price index. In-
creases in the wage level bring more cov-
ered workers nearer the maximum social
security wage base and thus result in
increased tax revenues. Additionally,
the benefits paid represent a smaller
proportion of an individual's wages as
his wages approach the maximum wage
limit—$6,600. Because of these factors
there is no increase in the level cost of
payroll—although there is an increased
flow of dollars—involved in enacting an
automatic benefit increase provision.
The additional funds necessary for
financing these things will come from
general revenue.

There is an urgent need for such a
change in the law. The desirability of
raising social security benefits in order
to meet the rising cost of living has long
been recognized. Adoption of my bill
would mean that the delay between the
incidents of inflation and congressional
action would be greatly shortened, so
that those on social security would not
be handicapped by reduced purchasing
power.

This proposal as I have outlined it has
the support of over half the Republican
Members of the House and has been en-
dorsed by the Republican coordinating
committee. Several foreign countries,
including Belgium, France, Luxemburg,
Netherlands, and Sweden have adopted
the automatic cost of living increases in
their programs with great success.

A BILL TO ASSURE THE RIGHT OF
TEACHERS TO DEDUCT EDUCA-
TIONAL EXPENSES

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. CurTis] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I am in-
troducing a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code to make it clear that
teachers may deduct from gross income
the expenses incurred in pursuing courses
for academic credit and degrees at in-
stitutions of higher education. I have
consistently urged that section 162 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954—relating
to trade or business expenses—should be
properly construed to allow a deduction
for expenses for education necessary for
maintaining and improving employment.
Unfortunately, rather than give a broad
interpretation to this section through the
regulations, the IRS has chosen instead
to inereasingly narrow its application.
Current regulations now limit deductions
from gross income for educational ex-
penses in those limited circumstances
where an individual must take educa-
tional courses in order to maintain his
job. No deduction is allowed for educa-
tional expenses to prepare an individual
for a better job. Furthermore, regula-
tions have recently been proposed which
would limit deductions allowable under
section 162 still further to exclude ex-
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penses for courses which lead toward an
academic degree—even if the courses are
necessary for maintaining present em-
ployment.

The bill I am introducing today would
serve to reverse this backward trend in
IRS interpretation specifically in one
important area—expenses for the educa-
tion of teachers. Because of the severe
teacher shortage in the country it is es-
sential that immediate action be taken
with regard to it.

I would also urge the proper and up-
dated interpretation of section 162 re-
garding expenses paid for the upgrading
of all skills and programs through adult
education of all sorts be made. It is
time that some better coordination be
effected between our tax policies and our
expenditure policies. We are faced to-
day with the anomalous situation of hav-
ing the Federal Government expending
large sums of money for education and
training designed to reduce unemploy-
ment and improve the standard of living
of lower income groups, while at the
same time maintaining—and now talk-
ing of increasing—tax barriers which
discourage people from spending these
sums themselves to upgrade their skills.

ADMINISTRATION'S BIG SECRET:
RULES FOR WAGE-PRICE CON-
TROLS ARE ALREADY DRAFTED

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. AsaBrook] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, the
groundwork is being laid for a gigantic
step forward in the plans for totally con-
trolling American business and labor ac-
tivities. We have watched a steady at-
trition of our free-enterprise freedoms
but the worst is yet to come. The rent
supplement program, medicare program,
and demonstration city programs will be
pedestrian compared to the administra-
tion’s plan to control wages and prices.

The respected journalist, Ralph De-
Toledano has written an excellent article
which outlines what the administration
has in store. Yes; they will probably
wait until after the election. However,
the electorate should not be fooled. The
article should be read by every concerned
American:

ADMINISTRATION'S Bic SECRET: RULES FOR
WaGE-PrRICE CONTROLS ARE ALREADY DRAFTED
(By Ralph de Toledano)

‘When Americans go to the polls in Novem-~
ber they will be voting on a varlety of com-
plex and important issues. But the one
closest to their daily lives and their economic
well-being will be a secret to them—or 50
the Administration hopes.

That issue Is wage-price controls, freezing
salaries and prices for the duration of the
Vietnamese war. This could mean 10 years
of a regulated economy In which hard work
and skill will go unrewarded because the
federal government has put a clamp on
initiative

In 1946 the voters tossed out the Demo-
crats and elected a Republican Congress be-
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cause they were fed up with wage-price re-
strictions on their dally lives, In 1952 they
elected a Republican President and Con-
gress because they wanted no more of what
the Eorean War was doing to their dally
lives.

Yet the Johnson Administration is making
careful plans at this very moment for im-
posing controls on the American people, once
the November election is over.

This is not scare talk or rumor. Work-
ing secretly at the White House, the Office
of Emergency Planning—a group few Amer-
ifcans know anything about—has already
drafted the regulations and drawn the blue-
prints for the imposition of wage and price
controls. The OEP has not merely sketched
in some general plans for a possible eventu-
ality. For months it has been working out
every detail for a freeze on wages and prices,
and for a return of rationing.

The White House will deny this, and Ad-
ministration spokesmen argue that wage-
price controls are the last thing President
Johnson wants. But it has been unable to
keep a lid on the work of the OEP, And in
preparing the stage for this drastic new
move to “curb inflation,” it has tipped its
hand by rounding up support for the emer-
gency measures it hopes to announce early
in December. President George Meany of
the AFL-CIO, a fervent opponent of any
system which will prevent his unions from
stepping up their wage demands, has already
moved to soften opposition by pledging full
acquiescence to the Administration’s scheme.

The biggest giveaway, however, comes from
Capitol Hill, where Republican investigators
have discovered that the White House has
already selected a printer for the ration books
that will be required if the OEP’s plans go
into effect. Key Republican congressmen
are preparing to take the voters in on this
discovery at the opportune time. They have
chapter and verse and may even be able to
produce a copy of the ration books.

If the story breaks—and if the White
House does not succeed in suppressing wide
dissemination of the Republican charges—
the OEP's plans will do more to arouse the
electorate than the Vietnamese war and its
dawdling progress. For this reason the Ad-
ministration will do everything in its power
to stifie disclosure of its plans and the likeli-
hood is that the press will join in the silence
at the President's request.

But wage-price controls and rationing are
not needed to curb the present infiation.
Nor will they strike at the two factors most
damaging to the national economy—high
interest rates which are depriving Americans
of necessary housing and the steady de-
terioration of a stock market which holds
the investments and savings of some 20
million Americans.

The Vietnamese war is not draining off
that much of the gross national product.
Nor is there a demand for goods so great
that the Administration’s excessively harsh
measures are required.

President Johnson, however, has drifted
s0 long—refusing to act because of possible
political consequences in November—that
he is ready to try almost anything.

His biggest worry is the attitude of the
Western European nations, most of them
enjoying unprecedented prosperity. They
have informed him, through their ambassa-
dors in Washington, that a continuation of
America’s unique “inflationary deflation"—
or is it “deflationary inflation"?—ean drag
down their economy and push the world
into another 1929 situation.

Their applause, when former President
Truman made the same analysis of America's
finaneclal and economic troubles, was heart-
felt. Mr. Johnson, however, sees politics in
any critical word spoken about him or his
Administration. He is much more prone to
listen to the advice of his Office of Emer-
gency Planning than to the world’s leaders.
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And the OEP is calling for wage-price con-
trols and rationing. All the President has
to do Is press a button—and this, the most
reliable sources in Washington predict, is
exactly what he'll do once the November
votes are in.

THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON UN-
AMERICAN ACTIVITIES

Mr. WATKINS. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. AsHBROOK] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAXER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr, Speaker, if
there is one thing that is overwhelmingly
certain it is that, in the minds of the
vast majority of Americans, the House
Committee on Un-American Activities—
HCUA—needs no defending. Very few
thinking Americans believe that we do
not need the committee on which I am
privileged to serve as the ranking mi-
nority member. Very few Members of
Congress ‘eel that we do not need our
committee,

It goes without saying, of course, that
the Communists and their fronters and
satellites are at the forefront of those
who clamor for the abolition of HCUA.
Rightly so, if they were not we would cer-
tainly feel that we are failing in our jobs.
Whenever Communisis meet, one of their
major topics is, “How do we abolish the
House Committee on Un-American Ac-
tivities?” Top-ranking Communists from
more than 20 countries met in Liblice,
Czechoslovakia, near Prague, in May of
1962 to outline their world strategy to
destroy the capitalist enemy and spread
their godless doctrine throughout the
world. Under the title, “Anti-Commu-
nism, Enemy of Mankind,” they have
published their proceedings in 18 lan-
guages. They cited the seven steps
which were “essential” to their ultimate
victory. The fourth reads, in part: “ab-
olition of the House Un-American Com-
mittee.”

They have been working toward this
goal for 20 years and they feel they are
making progress. They measure prog-
ress in the riots they can provoke when
HCUA meets and the naivete of people
who succumb to their emotional argu-
ments.

This presentation is made with the
idea in mind of answering many of the
charges which have come from those
who would abolish HCUA. Many hon-
orable and non-Communist Americans
also want HCUA abolished. Time does
not permit a blow-by-blow account of
those who are against and their back-
grounds. This will be the subject of
another compilation at a future date.
For now I believe it is better to give
answers to the many charges which have
been made, so fewer people will be gulli-
ble in swallowing the anti-HCUA line.
We can worry about refuting the Amer-
icans for Democratic Action, the Amer-
ican Civil Liberties Union, the Emer-
gency Civil Liberties Committee, the Na-
tional Committee To Abolish the Un-
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American Activities Committee, the
Women Strike for Peace, and others
later. Suffice it to say that within these
groups there are those who are genuine
and those who as Communists have a
special ax to grind. I have always been
able to understand the Communists, Mr.
Speaker, but the motives of the so-called
liberals have always left me wondering.

It is often said that the days of sub-
version are over and we do not need an
investigating committee any more.
Nothing could be further from the truth.
Subversion and Communist penetration
of all facets of American life continue.
On June 22 of this year I entered into the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD extensive remarks
on continuing Communist subversion in
the United States, copies of which ecan
be obtained through my office. Refer-
ence was made to cases in which Amer-
ican citizens teamed up with Soviet offi-
cials to steal classified information for
the benefit of the Soviet Union. Also
included was a listing of Soviet nationals
who were declared persona non grata and
tossed out of the country for their part
in these espionage cases. The subver-
sion and espionage activity in which
Soviet officials have been involved re-
cently should be a shocker to those who
are truly concerned about the security
of our country.

From 1960 through 1965, 21 Russian
nationals representing the U.S.S.R. here
in the United States have been declared
persona non grata for their subversive
activities.

During this period the United States,
through its courts, has meted out two
life sentences for spying for the Soviet
Union. During this period U.S. courts
have dealt out a total of 170 years in
prison terms to nine persons convicted
of violations of the espionage statutes,
most of whom were Americans owing
allegiance to this Nation.

In my experience on the committee,
there has always been a valid reason for
our investigations whether it be those
hearings relating to Cuban travel, the
industrial colonization of Communists
to bore from within our basic enter-
prises or the celebrated case of Dr. Jere-
miah Stamler in Chicago. The latter
represents a case that, like many oth-
ers, offers a direct challenge to our con-
stitutionality. Rarely are all of the facts
understood by those who shout accusa-
tions at our committee. In the case of
Dr. Stamler, many facets of this hear-
ing have not been presented because he
chose to risk a contempt citation by re-
fusing to even be sworn rather than rface
the questions we had ready to propound.
Consider just one angle of this hearing.
Dr. Stamler and his coworker, Yolanda
Hall, have backgrounds which, our evi-
dence shows, include Communist activi-
ties. Dr. Stamler is a research scien-
tist. An official publication of the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare shows fiscal 1963 grants for research
projects. Included on page 96 are two
grants to Dr. Stamler for hypertensive
and atherosclerotic diseases and a feasi-
bility study—diet and heart disease. The
amount involved is $282,580 of taxpay-
ers’ money. Research is somewhat dif-
ferent from defense procurement. If you
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give Boeing a contract for $10 million,
you expect to get a plane or two in re-
turn. On research it cannot be told to
the scientist on January 1, 1967, “We
gave you $282,580 so now give us the an-
swer to cancer, heart disease, or what-
ever you are researching.” Who can
argue that we should not know if this
money is truly going to research or
whether it is finding its way into
other hands and other causes.

I merely point this out because our
committee is one which deals with hostile
areas and we rarely are able to point
out exactly what we will uncover.

We are basically an investigating com-
mittee. We have watchdog functions
over the internal security laws of our
land. A great amount of what we do is
accomplished quietly, without the glare
of publicity. It is safe to say that most
of our recommendations result in changes
in procedures or regulations at the ex-
ecutive level rather than in new laws.
A recent spy case illustrates this point:

MARTIN AND MITCHELL CASE

One of the most appalling and shock-
ing revelations to come on the scene in
recent years was the defection of Bernon
Mitchell and William Martin to the So-
viet Union. These two men were em-
ployed by the National Security Agency
with access to highly classified informa-
tion. The NSA, of course, is the Gov-
ernment’s supersecret code and com-
munications arm. The committee in-
stituted an extensive investigation of
the circumstances surrounding the de-
fection, together with a thorough and
detailed examination of the personnel
security regulations and procedures in
effect at the time of defection, and of
subsequent measures taken by the
Agency to resolve any weaknesses in ifs
procedures. A detailed report of the in-
vestigation, titled “Security Practices in
the National Security Agency,” was re-
leased by the House Committee on Un-
American Activities in August of 1962.

The report pointed out appalling de-
fects in this, the most sensitive security
organization in our Government, which
seriously affected the integrity of the U.S.
Government and its people in their life
and death struggle with the international
Communist conspiracy. It is my conten-
tion that the House Committee on Un-
American Activities’ investigation into
the personnel security practices of the
National Security Agency has proven to
be one of the most worthwhile and con-
structive undertakings in the history of
the committee for it has resulted in
sweeping reforms. Not only were two
top officials removed, but 26 employees
were dismissed as sex deviates and 22
basic reforms in NSA security proce-
dures were instituted. In addition, HR.
950, which amends the Internal Security
Act of 1950, making sweeping reforms
in personnel security procedures in the
National Security Agency, was intro-
duced and passed the House on May 9,
1963 by a vote of 340 to 40. This case
could well serve as a model for proper
cooperation between Government agen-
cies and legislative committees.

Hundreds of other examples could be
cited. As I stated before, however, the
committee hardly needs defending. Its
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case comes best in the answers which
have been prepared to the allegations
made against HCUA. These have been
compiled from statements made by my-
self and Chairman Ep WiLLis as well as
research by Staff Director Francis Mc-
Namara and HCUA Counsel Al Nittle.
George Armstrong and Dave Richardson
of my own staff provided valuable help.
I feel these answers, many of which have
been drafted in rebuttal fo a petition of-
fered by the committee calling for aboli-
tion of HCUA, can be used by an in-
formed public and I compiled them for
that reason.
ALLEGATION NO. 1

The committee's “sole power” is to in-
vestigate “un-American propaganda ac-
tivities” and “subversive and un-Ameri-
can propaganda.” The committee is thus
limited to inquiring into “ideas, opin-
ions, speech, and other forms of expres-
sion.”

REPLY

This allegation is completely without
foundation. The courts have flatly re-
jected it. More important, it has been
contradicted over and over again by the
House itself, and it is the House which,
under the Constitution, has the authority
to define and interpret the duties of its
committees,

This committee was created as a spe-
cial committee of the House on May 26,
1938. On that day, during the debate
on the resolution to create the commit-
tee, there was extensive discussion about
what the resolution empowered the com-
mittee to do. The very first statement
about the nature, purpose and scope of
the authority contained in the resolu-
tion was made early in the debate by Mr.
Dies, who was subsequently chosen to be
the first chairman of the committee. Mr.
Dies said:

Mr. Speaker, this resolution, as it shows
on its face, is for the purpose of investigating
un-American activities:

Member after Member spoke on the
subject. While the words ‘“propaganda’
and “propaganda activities” were used
a few times in the 2-hour debate, the
vast majority of statements, including
those made by the opponents of the reso-
lution—who were very much in the mi-
nority—clearly indicated that the Mem-
bers intended the committee to investi-
gate not only propaganda activities, but
of all kinds of activities which were sub-
versive and un-American in nature.

Mr. Dies was asked, for example,
whether the resolution was broad enough
to authorize the investigation of foreign
propaganda aimed at embroiling this
country in foreign wars. In response, he
sald in part:

I am sure that the committee could legiti-
mately go into the question as to the amount
of funds spent for propaganda purposes in
the United States.

Mr. McCormack, the present distin-
guished Speaker of the House, who had
chaired a special committee established

1 Emphasis mine. In this and the following
quotations, those words which clearly indi-
cate congressional intent that the commit-
tee's power was to extend beyond Inquiry
into ideas, opinions, speech, and other forms
of expression, have been italicized,
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in 1934 to investigate Nazi and other
subversive activities, made the following
statement about what the committee
should be authorized to investigate.

There should be included the activities of
foreign agencles in the United States seeking
to mold public opinion or to form group
action, not for the purpose of the overthrow
of the Government, but for the purpose of
infiuencing the domestic or the external pol-
icles of our Government. Buch activities are
equally subversive of our institutions.

Not a single Member of the House ob-
jected to Mr. McCormacK’'s statement.
The present Speaker of the House then
went on to urge Mr, Dies to accept his—
the Speaker's—and another Member's
suggestions relating to the committee
resolution “making it broad enough so
that an investigation can be made not
only of those movements which are dedi-
cated to the ultimate overthrow of gov-
ernment by force and violence, but as to
any other activities, the objective of
which is to form American public opinion
on a political matter, or group action in
arraying Americans against Americans,
so as to ultimately affect the domestic
and external policies of our country.”

Mr. Robsion then gave the following
explanation of the nature and scope of
the resolution creating the committee
and spelling out its powers:

The purpose of this resolution is for a
committee of this House to make a thorough
investigation not only of communism and
nazism but of the Fascists and every other
organization in this Nation that is putting
out this un-American propaganda and en-
gaging in un-American activities in the
United BStates and diffusing within our
counfry subversive un-American propaganda.
Let us find out what un-American and sub-
versive activities are being carrled on and
who it is that is instigating these activities
and providing the money to carry them on.

Mr. Dunn, an opponent of the resolu-
tion, said:

Mr. Speaker, the resolution which is be-
ing considered before the House today is for
the purpose of appointing a committee to in-
vestigate the un-American activities that are
supposed to be going on throughout our
country.

The final statement about the need for
the House to adopt the resolution creat-
ing the committee was made by Mr.
O’Connor of New York who, in speaking
about communism, said:

We must Investigate its strength, its

sources, 1ts activities, and its leaders, in high
or low places.

In addition, the name given to the
committee by the House refutes the
claim that the committee is empowered
to investigate only propaganda, ideas,
opinions, and speech. In establishing
the committee in 1938, the House desig-
nated it as the “Special Committee on
Un-American Activities.” In voting to
make it a standing committee in 1945 the
House retained its designation as the
“Committee on TUn-American Activi-
ties"—and this same designation was in-
cluded in the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1946—FPublic Law 601, 79th Con-
gress. For 28 years now, the clear intent
of the House, from whose authority the
committee's power flows, has been that
it investigate not only propaganda but
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all kinds of activities embraced by its
mandate.

The petition to abolish the commitiee
completely overlooks the fact that, in
addition to directing the Committee on
Un-American Activities to investigate
“the extent, character, and objects of un-
American propaganda activities” and its
“diffusion within the United States,”
House rule XTI, paragraph 18, also directs
the committee to investigate “all other
questions in relation thereto that would
aid Congress in any necessary remedial
legislation.”

To cite just a few examples, “other
questions in relation thereto” would in-
clude the ultimate purpose of the prop-
aganda and propaganda activities be-
ing investigated; the power, agency, or
organization—foreign or domestic—in
whose interest the propaganda is being
disseminated; the organization of groups
to disseminate the propaganda in behalf
of that power or agency; the financing
of these groups; the recruiting tech-
niques used by them; their organizational
structure, membership, strength, and
tactics; their use of fronts or other
groups to raise funds for, and to dissemi-
nate, their propaganda; and all other
activities in any way associated with the
power, agency, or organization in ques-
tion and its propaganda operations.

In addition, as I said before, the courts
have consistently upheld the view that
the committee’s authority is not limited
to investigation of propaganda. In the
1959 Barenblatt case, a contempt deci-
sion growing out of a hearing of this
committee, the Supreme Court held
that—

In pursuance of its legislative concerns in
the domain of “national security” the House
has clothed the Un-American Activities Com-
mittee with pervasive authority to investi-
gate Communist activities in this country.

It can hardly be seriously argued that the
investigation of Communist activities gen-
erally. and the attendant use of oompulsory
process, was beyond the purview of the com-
mittee's intended authority under rule XI,
(Barenblatt v. U.S.A., 360 U.8. 109.)

Finally, I would make this point: prop-
aganda is obviously not self-generating.
It must be planned, composed, printed,
and disseminated. All these steps in-
volve actions, rather than the mere as-
sociation, ideas, opinions, and speech of
individuals. They also necessitate con-
certed activity by individuals and groups.
Thus, even if the House had not so ex-
plicitly spelled out the fact that the
committee’s authority was not limited to
the investigation of certain types of
propaganda activities, and the courts
had not so held, it would still be clear
from the full text of the committee reso-
lution that its power extends beyond in-
quiry into ideas, opinions, speech, and
other forms of expression.

ALLEGATION NO. 2

The committee’s powers are unde-
fined. No precise meaning has been
given, or can be given, to such “vague”
terms as “un-American” and “subver-
sive.”

REPLY

The Supreme Court itself, in the pre-
viously quoted Barenblatt decision, re-
futed this claim by holding that the
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terms “un-American” and “subversive”
unquestionably embrace Communist ac-
tivities.

More important than this, however, is
what the House of Representatives has
itself designated as un-American and
subversive—because it is the House that
drafted and approved the committee’s
resolution and is the final authority on
this question. This matter was thor-
oughly explored on the day the Special
Committee on Un-American Activities
was created. On that ocecasion, the fol-
lowing statements defining and clarify-
ing what was meant by the words “un-
American” and “subversive” were made,
without coniradiction, by various Mem-
bers of the House:

Mr. Tavror. “Thls resolution is not con-
fined to any particular type or denomination
of un-Americanism?® Tt embraces all vari-
etles—nazism, communism, and fascism—
and none of these ‘isms’ have any place on
American soll * * *,

“Mr. Speaker, a few years ago I had the
privilege and honor to serve on & speclal
committee, headed by the distinguished gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. McCor-
MAcK], which investigated un-American ac-
tivities in this country * * *. As a result
of our Ilnvestigation and findings certain
salutary legislation has resulted. We dis-
covered In our probe that there are certain
well-organized un-American movements op-
erating in this country which were parented
and financed by foreign governments, and
which are inimical to the welfare of this
Nation. We found an active communistic
movement in our land, which recognized no
other government than that enthroned in
Moscow, and we found a very active Nazi
movement which recognized no other au-
thority save that of the German Fuehrer,
Adolph Hitler, We also found a Fascist
movement which was more or less passive
and desultory, which had its foundation in
Rome and pald tribute alone to Mussolini.

“Mr. Speaker, we have no place in our
scheme of government for dual citizenship.
‘We must be either American or alien. There
can be no qualification or reservation when
it comes to allegiance to our flag and to our
country. No man can maintain alleglance
to the United States and at the same time
bear allegiance to some foreign king, poten-
tate, or dictator no more than he can serve
both God and mammon."

Mr. Forp had the following to say:

A great many have seemed to be in doubt
as to what un-American means. I want to
make just one statement in this connection.
As it appears In this resolution, it seems to
me to mean, among other things, nazism.
That is un-American, and I deplore its ex-
istence in this country. The establishment
of camps organized by a foreign power, and
financed by a foreign power, which teach the
young pecple of this country the philosophy
of nazism, which is “actual” the philosophy
that would deny the very thing that some of
you men advocate in the way of freedom of
speech and assembly.

I will not repeat them here, but a num-
ber of other statements made on the floor
that day—May 26, 1938—which have
been quoted in my reply to the first alle-
gation also define and clarify what the
House meant by the words “Un-Ameri-
can” and “subversive.”

#In all quotations used in this section, the
words “un-American” and “subversive,” and
all other words and phraseg them,
have been italicized.
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Member after Member spoke so clearly
on the subject that at one point in the
debate the present Speaker of the House,
Hon. JoeN W. McCorMACK, said:

Brushing aside everything, we know what
un-Ameriean means in the sense of this res-
olution * * *. Everyone knows what un-
American means in the sense that it is used
in the pending resolution, and thiz commit-
tee, whoever is in charge, would have the re-
sponsibility of confining its investigation to
facts that we feel are of a subversive nature.

On February 3, 1939, in the debate on
the resolution authorizing the continu-
ance of the Special Committee on Un-
American Activities—which was passed
by a vote of 344 to 35—Mr. Fish stated:

Mr. Speaker, this House proposes in a few
minutes to adopt by an overwhelming vote
the resolution before it and to serve notice
upon all Communists, Nazis, and Fascists
that the Members of the House will not com-
promise in any way with the spread of com-
munism, nazism, or fascism in the United
States. [Applause.]

Following the vote of the House on the
continuation of the Special Committee on
Un-American Activities, the House con-
sidered its appropriation on February 9,
1939. In the course of this appropria-
tion debate, Mr. Sabath said:

I hope that the Dles commlittee, with the
renewed life and additional funds granted it,
will go out and do a real job in exposing un-
American activities. And by un-American
activities, I mean the acts of the Nazis, the
Fascists, the Silver Shirts, and all the other
subversive groups, and not only the Commu-
nists. I despise them all with equal intensity.

The following year, in the course of
the debate wnich took place January 23,
1940, on the continuation of the Special
Committee on Un-American Activities,
Mr. Robsion addressed the House as fol-
lows:

Many persons desire to know what is meant
by un-American activities. The committee
itself lays down what I consider a very clear
statement of un-American activities on page
2 of its report:

“By un-American activities we mean orga-
nizations and groups existing in the United
States which are directed, controlled, and
subsidized by foreign agencies or govern-
ments, and which seek to change the form
of government of the United States in ac-
cordance with the wishes of such foreign
governments.

“The Dies committee finds that these un-
American activities flow from three general
groups—Commaunists, Nazis, and Fascists.
Each of these groups was born in a foreign
land. Each is directed, controlled, and sub-
sidized by foreign governments and agencies.
Each of these groups seek to change our poli-
cics and form of government in accordance
with the wishes and purposes of foreign gov-
ernments. The leaders of each of these
groups swear allegiance to foreign govern-
ments. Their purpose is to overthrow our
Government by force and violence, if neces-
sary, and substitute for our policies and form
of government the policies and forms of gov-
ernment of foreign nations.”

Mr. Voorhis responded to Mr. Robsion
with the following:

The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Rob-
sion] quoted from the report a definition of
un-American activities which, in my opinion,
sets forth the scope of this committee and
is the proper field of work.

More recently, on March 23, 1950, in
the course of debate on the committee’s
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appropriation for that year, Mr. Dol-
linger said:

Mr. Speaker, the House Un-American Ac-
tivitles Committee was ecreated to do the
things its very name implies; to wit, to in-
vestigate and eliminate everything un-Amer=-
ican which seeks to overthrow or undermine
our American form of government. In my
opinion, that would mean the investigation
of Nazis, Fascists, KKK's, Communists, as
well as other subversive groups.

Throughout the 28 years of the com-
mittee's existence there has been no dis-
agreement in the House as o the mean-
ing of the terms “un-American” and
“subversive.” Over and over again, nu-
merous Members have said in discussion
of the committee’s resolution and appro-
priations that these terms generally in-
clude communism, nazism, fascism and
any other activities designed to influ-
ence, undermine, or change our form of
government in the interest of a foreign
power, or by force or violence or any
other unconstitutional means.

It is important to note that even prior
to the creation of the Special Committee
on Un-American Activities in 1938 the
terms “un-American” and “subversive”
were used in the House to designate
Communist, Nazi, and Fasecist activities.

On March 20, 1934, in the debate on
the resolution authorizing an appropria-
tion for the Special Committee on Un-
American Activities chaired by the Hon-
orable Joun W. McCormack—sometimes
referred to as the “Special Committee
To Investigate Nazi and Other Subver-
sive Activities”—Mr. Dickstein, the au-
thor of the resolution who was to serve
as vice chairman of that committee,
made the following statement:

This special investigating committee
should seek to accomplish three primary
objects: First, ascertain the facts about
methods of introduction into this country
of destructive, subversive propaganda origl-
nating from mrelgn countries; second, ascer-
taln facts about organizations in this coun-
try that seem to be cooperating to spread
this alien propaganda through their mem-
bership in this country; third, to study and
recommend to the House appropriate legis-
lation which may correct existing facts and
tend to prevent the recurrence of a similar
condition in the future.

In further debate on the resolution
creating the Special Committee on Un-
American Activities, which took place on
June 11, 1934, the present Speaker of
the House said:

We want to investigate communistic ac-
tivities, as to the source; not to listen to
mere speeches or opinions, but to try to find
out the source of the money, where the
money comes from, the source of these ac-
tivitles in this country, if possible. We will
also investigate other subversive organiza-
tions.

Already as the result of investigations the
head of the Silver Shirts was Indicted in
North Carolina for violation of the Btate
laws, and the evidence clearly discloses that
the same man should be indicted for vio-
lation of Federal laws.

On that same day, Mr. Weideman
said:

Now, as to the work the committee is
doing, I want to say that the chairman, the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Mc-
Cormack] is doing a fine piece of work. We
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are proposing to do what the mandate of
Congress told us to do; that is, to investigate
any and all subversive and un-American ac-
tivitles and to report back to Congress,

Mr. Dickstein also stated:

But, gentlemen, since this investigation
was started, we have been reliably informed
that there was a certain movement in this
country where money was being brought in
to support communism, and we were also ad-
vised since the adoption of the resolution
authorizing the investigation that there is
another well-organized body that is spread-
ing propaganda, originating from another
country, which also is subversive to our form
of government. In other words, since the
adoption of that resolution the committee
has positively received and heard sworn
testimony that there are other groups in this
country that require checking in order that
the full purposes of House Resolution 198
may be accomplished.

I cannot concelve of any reason why any
Member of this House, elected to represent
a portion of the American people in this
Congress should represent his own con-
stituents as objecting to a committee of this
House trying to find facts relating to sources
of direction, financial support, and dis-
semination here of destructive and subver-
sive propaganda that seems to attack the
principles of government upon which this
United States was founded and has prospered
for over 160 years.

Thus, over 30 years ago, the terms
‘“un-American” and “subversive” were
used in the House to designate precisely
both Communists and Nazis.

Over 20 years ago, this committee re-
quested the Brookings Institution, one of
the most respected institutes in this
country engaged in research and train-
ing in the social sciences, to prepare a
study of what constituted an “un-Amer-
ican” activity. This study was com-
pleted in 1945. Based on its analysis of
- the resolution creating the Committee on
un-American Activities, the U.S. Consti-
tution and the oath prescribed by Con-
gress for all foreign-born persons seek-
ing U.8. citizenship, the Brookings Insti-
tution arrived at the following “sub-
stantive standards” of what constitutes

an un-American activity and could,
therefore, be Investigated by the
committee:

First. It is un-American for any indi-
vidual or group by force, intimidation,
deceit, fraud, or bribery, to prevent or
seek to prevent any person from exercis-
ing any right or privilege which cannot
constitutionally be denied to him either
by the Federal Government or by a State
government.

Second. If is un-American for any in-
dividual to advocate, to conspire, or to
attempt to bring about a change in the
form of government in the United States
without following the processes pre-
scribed for that purpose by the Consti-
tution of the United States and by the
constitutions of the several States.

Third. If is un-American for any per-
son secretly to conspire by any method,
constitutional or otherwise, to overthrow
or attempt to overthrow a government of
law and to substitute therefor a govern-
ment vested with complete discretionary
power.

Fourth. It is un-American for any
person with the primary intent to ad-
vance the interests of a foreign nation
or association to take action clearly and
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definitely against the interests of the
United States, provided the interests of
the United States have been properly
formulated and declared by a duly au-
thorized governmental agency proceed-
ing in accordance with law. Receipt of
compensation from any foreign nation or
association or representatives thereof
would create a presumption of primary
intent.

Fifth. In time of war or threatened
war, it is un-American for any person
with the intent to interfere with the suc-
cessful preparation for or prosecution
of war or with the intent to give assist-
ance to the enemy or to ¢. nonbelligerent
neutral allied with or promoting the in-
terests of that enemy or prospective
enemy, publicly to advocate, or to con-
spire to promote the advocation of, any
doctrine that hampers the execution of
policies already adopted by the Nation
through due process of law to carry on
or prepare for war.

The U.S. Court of Appeals in New
York apparently has had no difficulty in
finding a precise meaning for the terms
“un-American” and “subversive.” Al-
most 20 years ago, in the case of U.S. v.
Josephson, a 1947 decision on a contempt
of Congress case which grew out of a
hearing of this committee, the court
held:

The subject of un-American and subver-
sive activities is within the investigating
power of Congress. (166 F. 2d 82)

In summary, the courts have not
found the terms “un-American” and
“subversive” so vague as to have no pre-
cise meaning. The Brookings Institu-
tion, by scholarly analysis, found precise
meaning for the term “un-American”
over 20 years ago. The American people,
for 30 or more years now, have indicated
that they clearly understand what is
meant by the words “un-American” and
“subversive” in the committee’s resolu-
tion. And, almost 30 years ago, the pres-
ent Speaker of the House, speaking for
that body, stated, “Everyone knows what
un-American means in the sense that it
is used in the pending resolution.”

One wonders what is wrong with the
alleged constitutional and legal authori-
ties who claim that these terms have not
been, and cannot be, defined.

ALLEGATION NO. 3

Because the committee’s powers are
“directed exclusively” against the rights
of free and open expression or associa-
tion for such purposes, the committee's
existence cannot be justified under any
concept of democracy.

REPLY

The answers to the two previous alle-
gations refute this claim because they
prove conclusively that the committee’s
powers are directed against subversive
activities rather than the rights of free
and open expression or association for
such purposes.

Communists, Fascists, Nazis, and all
others who secretly plot the overthrow
of this Government by force and vio-
lence, whether or not they do it in behalf
of a foreign power, are not merely exer-
cising first amendment guaranteed
rights of free and open expression and
assoclation. They are engaging in ac-
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tivities which most definitely are not
protected by the Constitution.

The courts have consistently held that
all conspiracies—even though they in-
volve elements of speech, expression, and
association—are not within first amend-
ment protections.

In his concurring opinion in the case
of Dennis against the United States, the
1951 Supreme Court decision, upholding
the constitutionality of the Smith Act
(which makes it a erime to teach and ad-
vocate the violent overthrow of the Gov-
ernment), Justice Robert H. Jackson
stated bluntly:

The Constitution does not make conspiracy
a civil right. (341 U.S. 404, 572.)

Again, in his concurring opinion in the
case of A.C.A. against Douds, a 1950 Su-
preme Court decision which also involved
Communist activities, Justice Jackson re-
minded that—

The conspiracy principle has traditionally
been employed to protect soclety against all

'‘ganging up’ or concerted action in violation
of its laws.

He also pointed out that—

No term passes that this Court does not
sustain convictions based on that doctrine
for violations of the antitrust laws or other
statutes. (339 U.B. 382, 432.)

As is well known, the committee’s in-
vestigations during recent years have
been concentrated on the activities of the
Communist Party, an organization which
makes extensive use of speech and other
forms of expression to conceal its secret,
conspiratorial nature and purposes, its
ties with a foreign power, and also to
accomplish its aims. The Supreme
Court has held that the first amendment
guarantees of free speech and associa-
tion do not bar congressional disclosure
of such activity.

Justice Frankfurter, speaking for the
majority of the Court in its June 5,
1961, decision upholding the constitu-
tionality of the Internal Security Act,
went directly to the issues of conspiracy,
foreign domination, disclosure of such,
and first amendment guarantees of free
speech and association. He said:

Where the mask of anonymity which an or-
ganization's members wear serves the double
purpose of protecting them from popular
prejudice and of enabling them to cover over
a foreign-directed conspiracy, infiltrate into
other groups, and enlist the support of per-
sons who would not, if the truth were re-
vealed, lend their support, it would be a dis-
tortion of the first amendment to hold that
it prohibits Congress from removing the
mask., (367 U8, 1.)

On this key issue, the dissenting mi-
nority of the Court, with one exception,
agreed with the majority. Justice Doug-
las writing for the minority (excepting
Justice Black), pointed out that when a
group which uses speech, expression, and
association also engages in certain other
kinds of activities, its operations are no
longer protected by the first amendment:

The Bill of Rights was designed to glive
fullest play to the exchange and dissemina-
tion of ideas that touch the politics, culture,
and other aspects of our life. When an or-
ganization is used by a foreign power to make
advances here, questions of security are
raised beyond the ken of disputation and de-
bate between the people resident here. Es-
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plonage, business activities, formation of
cells for subversion, as well as the exercise
of first amendment rights, are then used to
pry open our society and make intrusion of
a foreign power easy. These machinations of
a foreign power add additional elements to
free speech just as marching up and down
adds something to picketing that goes be-
yond free speech.

In 1954, the Subcommittee on Rules
of the Senate Committee on Rules and
Administration held extensive hearings
on a series of resolutions relating to rules
of procedure for Senate investigating
committees. In its report it considered,
among other things, the question of con-
gressional inquiry into what are claimed
to be personal beliefs and associations
and the criticism that congressional com-
mittees had made improper inquiries
into these matters. The committee drew
the following conclusion:

Committees of Congress must function in
a world of realities. What might have been
classified decades ago as private opinion of
no concern to Congress, takes on a different
connotation in the light of world events
whose impact Congress may not disregard.
The global Communist apparatus is neither
a study group nor a debating society. Itisan
engine of destruction. Cunningly fashioned,
its component parts are artfully disguised
when disguise carries advantage. It is no
answer to its challenge to say that the beliefs
and assoclations of its members or suspected
members are “private,” and thus beyond the
scope of legitimate inquiry by Congress.

We believe that Congress * * * has a le-
gitimate function to perform in this field—
that of informing itself and the public of
the nature and extent of Communist pene-
tration into our free Institutions. (“Rules
of Procedure for Senate Investigating Com-
mittees,” Report of the Committee on Rules
and Administration, 84th Cong., 1lst sess,
Senate Rept. No. 2, pp. 9, 10.)

The U.S. Court of Appeals for the Dis-
trict of Columbia has held not only that
Congress has a right to make investiga-
tions such as those conducted by this
committee, but that it has an obligation
to do so whenever it is cognizant of the
faect that there is in existence a move-
ment which poses a threat to itself and
the Government of the United States.
In its 1948 decision in the case of Barsky
against the United States, another con-
tempt case growing out of an investiga-
tion by this committee, the court held:

The prime functions of governments, in
the American concept, is to preserve and
protect the rights of the people. The Con-
gress is part of the Government thus estab-
lished for this purpose.

This existing machinery of Government
has power to inquire into potential threats
to itself, not alone for the selfish reason of
self-protection, but for the basic reason that
having been established by the people as an
instrumentality for the protection of the
rights of people, it has an obligation to its
creators to preserve itself. * * * We think
that inquiry into threats to the existing
form of Government by extra-constitutional
process of change is a power of Congress un-
der its prime obligation to protect for the
people that machinery of which it is a part.

If Congress has power to inquire into the
subjects of communism and the Communist
Party, it has power to identify the individ-
uals who believe In communism and those
who belong to the party.

It would be sheer folly as a matter of gov-
ernmental poliey to refrain from inquiry into
potential threats to its existence or security
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until danger was clear and present, * * *
How, except upon inquiry, would the Con-
gress know whether the danger is clear and
present? There is a vast difference between
the necessities for inquiry and the necessi-
ties for action. (167 F. 2d 241, 246.)

Barsky sought review of this decision
in the Supreme Court. The Court
denied certiorari, thereby leaving undis-
turbed the above-quoted holding of the
court of appeals. (334 U.S. 843.)

ALLEGATION NO. 4

The committee has done much harm
because it has taken as its main function
the exposure and extermination of ideas,
opinions, and groups it thinks are “un-
American.”

REPLY

The Supreme Court denies this. In the
Barenblatt case, the Court found:

From the beginning, without interruption
to the present time, and with the undoubted
knowledge and approval of the House, the
committee has devoted a major part of its
energies to the investigation of Communist
activities. (345 U.S. 930.)

Are the signers of the petition now
trying to claim—in the face of numerous
contrary findings by the Congress, the
courts, the Executive and the overwhelm-
ing majority of Americans—that com-
munism is “American” and that it is only
the Committee on Un-American Activi-
ties which conceives it to be “un-Ameri-
can’?

What other groups and activities has
the Committee on Un-American Activi-
ties investigated?

As a special committee, it investigated
Nazis and Fascists when they, like the
Communists, were active in this country
on a significant scale and a threat to the
national welfare and security.

Do the petition signers claim that
nazism and fascism are “American”?

The truth is that the committee has
taken as its main function the investiga-
tion, disclosure, and revelation (or “ex-
posure,” to quote the petition), and the
recommending of legislation to compel
revelation of and to curb and hinder,
the activities of the very groups which
the House of Representatives found to be
subversive and un-American when it
drafted the committee’s mandate in 1938.

The committee recently held extensive
hearings on Ku Klux Klan groups. As
a special committee, it had subpenaed
some Klan leaders to testify in the early
1940’s when it found links between the
Klans and the Nazis. It undertook its
recent major investigation of the Klans
after the chairman had explained on the
floor of the House why the committee
considered that the activities of these
groups came within its jurisdiction and
the House, by an overwhelming vote, had
indicated its agreement.

Are the petition signers now trying to
tell the American people that the House
of Representatives was wrong, and that
the activities of various Klan groups, as
revealed in the committee’s hearings, are
completely American?

In regard to the allegation coneerning
“extermination,” let me say this: The
committee fully realizes that you cannot
exterminate any idea or opinion by in-
vestigation or legislation, and it has no
intention of trying to achieve the impos-
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sible  in regard to those which are sub-
versive and un-American.

As far as the “extermination” of orga-
nizations is concerned: The House of
Representatives, in creating the commit-
tee, expressed recognition of the fact
that disclosure and revelation, through
investigative hearings, of the activities
of groups that are un-American and sub-
versive, is not only a necessary step in
providing a basis for remedial legisla-
tion, but is also one of the most effective
methods of hindering and impeding their
operations. The committee’s record of
investigations and legislative recom-
mendations demonstrates that, in this
respect it has done exactly what the
House has wanted it to do.

Naturally, the committee would like
to see the end of all Communist, Nazi,
Fascist, and Klan activities in this coun-
try. It realizes, however, that legisla-
tion and investigation alone will not
bring this about. Despite this, it is con-
fident that continued and proper use of
these constitutional weapons, combined
with an informed publie, will not only
prevent all groups of these types from
achieving their ultimate goal but will
also insure that they will never win a sig-
nificant following among the American
people.

And what about the charge of “ex-
posure”?

In democratic societies, legislatures
have an informing or educational func-
tion which is an integral part of, and
basic to, their lawmaking funection.
Woodrow Wilson, a recognized authority
on political science and constitutional
law, who taught at Princeton University
before his election to the Presidency of
the United States, believed that the in-
forming function of Congress was even
more important than its lawmaking
function. In his book, “‘Congressional
Government,” he wrote:

Even more important than legislation is
the instruction and guidance in political af-
fairs which the people might receive from a
body which kept all national concerns suf-
fused in a broad daylight of discussion * * *,
The informing function of Congress should
be preferred even to its legislative function,

All congressional committees, through
their hearings and reports, perform an
informing function, educating the
American people about the major prob-
lems confronting the Nation and the
means, legislative or otherwise, which
might be used to solve them.

The important role this funection plays
in strengthening and preserving a demo-
cratic society is not open to question.

Curiously, however, when this com-
mittee carries out its informing fune-
tion, certain people immediately accuse
it of “exposure.” But this is no more
than a smear word for a legitimate and
necessary congressional duty. “Expo-
sure” is disclosure, revelation, informing
the people about what they must know
to govern themselves intelligently and
preserve the Government which they
have created for their own protection.

Supreme Court and court of appeals
decisions upholding the rights of Con-
gress to compel disclosure of Communist
organizations and the activities and
identities of individual Communists both



23466

by legislation and investigation were
quoted in my reply to the last allega-
tion—No. 3.

Last year the Supreme Court pin-
pointed the value of disclosure or “ex-
posure” hearings by all governmental
agencies in a decision upholding the
right of the Federal Communications
Commission to hold a public rather than
closed hearing on a matter of public in-
terest. The Court noted:

The Commission observed that, in addi-
tion to stimulating the flow of information,
public hearings serve to inform those seg-
ments of the public primarily affected by the
agency’s regulatory policies and those likely
to be affected by subsequent administrative
or legislative action of the factual basis for
any action ultimately taken—a practical in-
ducement to public acceptance of the results
of the investigation. Also implicit in the
Commission's discourse is a recognition that
publicity tends to stimulate the flow of in-
formation and public preferences which may
significantly influence administrative and
legislative views as to the necessity and
character of prospective actlon. The Com-
mission further pointed out that public dis-
closure is necessary to the execution of its
duty under section 4(k) of the Communica-
tions Act of 1934, as amended, 48 Stat. 1068,
47 U.S.C. section 154(k) (1958 ed.), to make
annual reports fo Congress. Significantly,
this investigation was specifically author-
ized by Congress so that Congress might
“draw upon the facts which are obtained.”
(FCC v, Schreiber, 381 U.S. 279.)

A very telling statement on the role in-
forming, revelation, and disclosure or
“exposure” play in handling problems in
a democratic society was made by Presi-
dent Truman's Committee on Civil
Rights:

The principle of disclosure is, we believe,
the appropriate way to deal with those who
would subvert our democracy by revolution
or by encouraging disunity and destroying
the civil rights of some groups.

Congress has already made use of the prin-
ciple of disclosure in both the economic and
political spheres. The Securities and Ex-
change Commission, the Federal Trade Com-
mission and the Pure Food and Drug Admin-
istration make available to the public
information about sponsors of economic
wares. In the political realm, the Federal
Communiecations Commission, the Post Of-
fice Department, the Clerk of the House of
Representatives, and the Secretary of the
Senate—all of these under various statutes—
are required to collect information about
those who attempt to influence public opin-
jon. Thousands of statements disclosing
ownership and control of newspapers using
the second-class malling privilege are filed
annually with the Post Office Department.
Hundreds of statements disclosing the own-
ership and control of radio stations are filed
with the Federal Communications Commis-
sion. Hundreds of lobbyists are now required
to disclose their efforts to influence Congress
under the Congressional Reorganization Act.
In 1938, Congress found it necessary to pass
the Foreign Agents Registration Act which
forced certain citizens and aliens alike to
register with the Department of Justice the
facts about their sponsorship and activities.
The effectiveness of these efforts has varied.
We believe, however, that they have been suf-
ficiently successful to warrant their further
extension to all of those who attempt to in-
fluence public opinion.

The ultimate responsibility for countering
totalitarians of all kinds rests, as always,
with the mass of good, democratic Americans,
their organizations and their leaders. The
Federal Government ought to provide &
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source of reference * * * where private citi-
zens and groups may find accurate informa-
tlon about the activities, sponsorship and
background of those who are active in the
marketplace of public opinion. (Report of
the President's Committee on Civil Rights,
1947, pp. 52, 53.)

Laws are essential to any well-ordered
society. But in a democratic society,
laws are not enough. Alone, they rarely
eliminate any problem. An informed
public is needed to supplement, by pub-
lic discussion, debate, and action, the
sanctions imposed by law on the enemies
of society.

For those Americans—and they num-
ber in the millions—who want “accurate
information about the activities, spon-
sorship, and background" of the subvert-
ers of freedom and democracy who are
“active in the marketplace of public
opinion,” the House Commititee on Un-
American Activities has provided a reli-
able “source of reference” for 28 years.

In doing so, it has helped preserve the
democratic process and prevent its cor-
ruption and debasement by those who,
with totalitarian ends in mind, give only
lipservice to the prineciples of democratic
society.

ALLEGATION NO. 5

The committee has done much harm
because its methods have often been un-
fair.

REPLY

No specifics are given to substantiate
the claim that the committee’s methods
are often “unfair.” For this reason, I
can do no more than make a general
statement on this subject.

The Committee on Un-American Ac-
tivities has actually been a pacesetter in
establishing fair rules of congressional
procedure and in observing them. It
was the first committee of the House to
publish its rules of procedure in booklet
form. This was done in 1953, after the
committee had been following these rules
for some years.

Several times since 1953, the commit-
tee has appointed subcommittees to con-
sider amendments to its rules. In 1955
and in 1961, the chairman of this sub-
committee, the late Honorable Clyde
Doyle of California, invited all Members
of the House to submit any recommen-
dations or proposals they had for im-
proving the committee’s rules. The ex-
tremely small number of suggestions re-
ceived in response to these invitations
has been a tribute to the thoroughness
and fairness with which the committee,
over the years, has developed rules of
procedure fully consonant with constitu-
tional and other rights.

In 1955, the House adopted House Res-
olution 151, which was authored by Mr.
Doyle and which, he stated on the floor,
was based largely on the experiences of
the Committee on Un-American Activ-
ities. When adopted by the House, that
resolution established fair rules of proce-
dure for all its committees, with special
reference to those with an investigative
function.

All witnesses subpenaed to testify be-
fore the Committee on Un-American
Activities are provided with a copy of the
committee rules, so that they and their
attorneys will have full opportunity to
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insist upon the observance of the pro-
cedures and the rights of witnesses
spelled out in them.

The courts of this country, in numer-
ous contempt cases, have had an oppor-
tunity to review the committee's rules of
procedure. In no instance have they
found them unconstitutional or violative
of witnesses’ rights.

Moreover, contrary to the above allega-
tion, the Special Committee on Com-
munist Tactics, Strategy, and Objectives
of the American Bar Association, after
its members had made a study of the
committee’s hearings, reached the follow-
ing conclusion:

The congressional committees investigating
communism, and in particular the House
Un-American Activities Committee, have
been attacked on the ground that they have
engaged in smear campalgns and have in-
vaded the constitutional rights of persons in-
vestigated. Your committee is impressed
with the fairness with which hearings before
that committee have been conducted during
the period of time indicated by our study of
the published testimony. We are satisfied
that the witnesses called to testify before the
committee are being treated fairly and prop-
erly in all respects and we also feel satisfied
that each witness is accorded full protection
as far as his constitutional or other legal
rights are involved; moreover, the confiden-
tial communications between attorneys and
clients have been fully respected.

It is the view of your committee that cur-
rent attacks on the House Un-American
Activities Committee are unjustified.
Whether deliberate or misgulded, such un-
warranted attacks result in reducing the ef-
fectiveness of that committee’s great service
to the American people.

ALLEGATION NO, 6

The committee has done much harm
because it has attempted to create per-
manent machinery designed to censor the
opinions and associations of American
citizens.

REPLY

On May 22, 1930, the House determined
that a special committee should be
created to investigate Communist activi-
ties and propaganda in the United States.

Four years later, on March 20, 1934, it
again determined that a special com-
mittee should be established to investi-
gate Nazi and Communist—subversive—
propaganda activities in the United
States.

On May 26, 1938, it determined once
more that a special committee was needed
to investigate the varied subversive and
un-American activities that were going
on in this country. It set up such a com-
mittee. In each subsequent Congress—
until 1945—it determined that conditions
were such that this special committee
should be reconstituted.

In 1945, in the light of both national
and international developments, the
House determined that the Special Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities should
be made a permanent, or standing, com-
mittee. The following year, it reiterated
this defermination in the Legislative Re-
organization Act of 1946 (Public Law
601, 79th Cong.). The adoption of this
statute, which brought about the most
extensive reform of the Congress to take
place in this century, was preceded by
extensive hearings in which Members of
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the House and Senate and constitutional
authorities testified. By this act, the
number of standing committees in the
House was cut from 48 to 19. Although
29 other standing committees were elim-
inated by this statute, the Committee
on Un-American Activities—which had
then been a standing committee for only
1 year—was retained as such by the
House.

During the 21 years that have passed
since that time, a few Members of the
House have called for the abolition of the
committee. Every such proposal, how-
ever, has been overwhelmingly rejected
by the House.

Thus, it has not been the committee
but the House itself—435 elected Repre-
sentatives of the American people—who
have determined that the Committee on
Un-American Activities should be a per-
manent institution.

And what about the claim that the
purpose of the committee is to censor the
opinions and associations of American
citizens? It has already been demon-
strated that it is the intention and find-
ing of the House, and also the finding of
the courts, that the committee is designed
to—and actually has—investigated the
activities of groups and individuals which
are considered by the House, by the
American people and the courts, to be
subversive and un-American.

Over and over again, when witnesses
subpenaed to testify before the commit-
tee have started to expound their ideas
and opinions, they have been informed
that the committee is not interested in
these, but wants answers to questions
asked about their actions. It is then that
the witnesses invoke the fifth amend-
ment, It is their actions, not their ideas,
that they are queried about and do not
want to talk about.

On the question of associations, the
fact is that the committee is not in-
terested in anyone’s purely casual or
social “associations.” It is, however, in-
terested in “associations” which indi-
cate conspiratorial or other activity in
furtherance of subversive and un-Ameri-
can purposes. This House and commit-
tee interest is fully supported by the
courts.

In his previously referred to concurring
opinion in the case of American Commu-
nications Association against Douds, Su-
preme Court Justice Robert Jackson
pointed out:

There has recently entered the dialectic
of politics a cliche used to condemn applica-
tion of the conspiracy principle to Commu-
nists. “Guilt by association” is an epithet
frequently used and little explained, ex-
cept that it is generally accompanied by an-
other slogan, “guilt is personal.” Of course
it is; but personal guilt may be incurred
by joining a conspiracy. That act of asso-
ciation makes one responsible for the acts of
others committed in pursuance of the as-
soclation. It is wholly a question of the
sufficiency of evidence of association to imply
conspiracy.

In the case of Adler v. Board of Edu-
cation (342 U.S. 485), the decision up-
holding the constitutionality of New
York State’s Feinberg law (which bars
Communists and persons affiliated with
subversive organizations from employ-
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ment in the New York State school sys-
tem), the Supreme Court ruled:

One's associates, past and present, as well
as one's conduct, may properly be considered
in determining fitness and loyalty. From
time immemorial, one's reputation has been
determined in part by the company he keeps
* * * we know of no rule, constitutional or
otherwise, that prevents the State, when
determining the fitness and loyalty of such
persons, from considering the organizations
and persons with whom they associate.

Other courts have made equally telling
statements concerning the propriety of
the committee’s investigating an indi-
vidual’s actions and associations, as
measured against the first amendment
private rights of freedom of belief,
opinion, and association.

The court of appeals in New York held,
in the case of U.S. against Josephson,
still another contempt proceeding arising
from a hearing of this committee,
that—

The investigations authorized by statute
and resolution creating the Committee on
Un-American Activities concern the welfare
and safety of the Government and Nation
and not the mere private affairs of private
citizens, (165 F. 2d, 82.)

In the previously mentioned case of
Barsky against U.S., the Court of Appeals
for the District of Columbia held that—

We hold that In view of the representa-
tions to the Congress as to the nature, pur-
poses and program of communism and the
Communist Party, and in view of the legis-
lation proposed, pending and possible in re-
spect to or premised upon that subject, and
in view of the involvement of that subject in
the foreign policy of the Government, Con-
gress has power to make an inquiry of an
individual which may elicit the answer that
the witness is a believer In communism or a
member of the Communist Party. And we
further hold that the provision we have
quoted from House Resolution 5 is sufficiently
clear, definite and authoritative to permit
this particular committee to make that par-
ticular inquiry. (Barsky v. U.S., 167 F. 2d
241))

Again, in its June 5, 1961, decision up-
holding the constitutionality of the In-
ternal Security Act, the Supreme Court
stated:

The Communist Party would have us hold
that the first amendment prohibits Congress
from requiring * * * [disclosure state-
ments] * * * by organizations substantially
dominated or controlled by the foreign pow-
ers controlling the world Communist move-
ment and which operate primarily to ad-
vance the objectives of that movement: the
overthrow of existing government by any
means necessary and the establishment in its
place of a Communist totalitarian dictator-
ship, * * * We cannot find such a prohi-
bition in the first amendment. So to find
would make a travesty of that amendment
and the great ends for the well-being of our
democracy that it serves. (Communist Party
v.SACB,367US. 1)

ALLEGATION NO. 7

The committee has done much harm
because as a result of above allegations
4, 5, and 6 it has curtailed the discus-
sion of controversial issues and hindered
the development of new ideas and ap-
proaches to troublesome problems.

REPLY

It is obvious that debate and discussion,
formal and informal, on all kinds of po-
litical and other controversial issues is
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proceeding today at a much greater rate
than it was 28 years ago when the com-
mittee was created. This is due primar-
ily to more widespread education, greater
news coverage of local, national, and in-
ternational affairs, the further develop-
ment of radio and television, and various
other factors which have generally pro-
moted the dissemination of information.

All committees of Congress, however,
through their hearings and reports, pro-
mote discussion of controversial issues
within their jurisdiction and also the de-
velopment of new ideas and approaches
to problems in that area.

As regards the subject of communism,
security, and subversive and un-Amer-
ican activities generally, the Committee
on un-American Activities has done
much to promote discussion of contro-
versial issues and the development of new
ideas in meeting problems associated with
these subjects.

In the 28 years of existence, it has
heard approximately 4,000 witnesses.
While a great majority of these have
been Communists and other have been
Nazis, Faseists, and Klanners, many have
been recognized authorities on various
matters within the committee’s jurisdic-
tion. They have included representatives
of the Department of Justice, FBI, the
Departments of Defense, State, and other
executive branch agencies; trade union
leaders, clergymen, educators, newspa-
permen, and authors. They have repre-
sented every shade of political opinion.

The millions of copies of committee
publications containing the testimony
and views of all these witnesses which
have been distributed throughout this
country, combined with news coverage
of the committee’s hearings and reports,
have provided a wealth of information
for private and public discussion and de-
bate, classroom instruction, speeches by
many persons in all walks of life, and
also the writing of numerous scholarly
works on all aspects of the Communist
problem. Many books on the subjects of
communism, subversion and security,
written by nationally and internation-
ally known authors and authorities, have
quoted from, summarized and referred
to information developed by the com-
mittee, both in the informative phase of
their treatment of their subject matter,
and also in making suggestions and
drawing conclusions as to what steps
can be taken to solve the problems posed
by Communist activity.

It is rather difficult to understand how
certain advocates of “unpopular” views
can loudly proclaim their views, over and
over again, on radio and television pro-
grams and in other public appearances
and also proclaim at the same time, that
a blanket of “fear” and “silence” has
spread over this country, so that no one
holding unorthodox and dissenting view-
points dares express them.

It is also difficult to understand—at
least for me—how these same persons
can credit (or blame) one nine-man
congressional committee with wielding
such tremendous power over a nation of
190 million people.

ALLEGATION NO. 8

The committee serves no useful pur-
pose because it considers only a handful
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of bills each year, all of which are in
the jurisdiction of other committees.

REPLY

House rule XI assigns to the 20 stand-
ing committees of the House their re-
spective duties. As regards most other
committees, it directs only that they
consider all legislation, messages, peti-
tions, memorials, and so forth—which
being in their jurisdiction—are referred
to them. It gives the Committee on Un-
American Activities, however, com-
pletely different duties. It directs it to
make investigations of certain activities
“that would aid Congress in any neces-
sary remedial legislation” and to report
its findings to the House, “together with
such recommendations as it deems ad-
visable.” While all standing committees
of the House have legislative functions,
in other words, the Committee on Un-
American Activities has been assigned a
primarily—though not exclusively—in-
vestigative duty.

In compliance with rule XI, the Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities, in its
28 years of existence, has made hundreds
of investigations, The results of most of
these have been revealed in public hear-
ings. It has heard about 4,000 witnesses
and published over 500 separate volumes
containing the transcripts of both public
and executive testimony and the results
of its research studies and investigations.

Based on its investigations, hearings,
and research, it has made over 160 legis-
lative recommendations to the House.
Independent studies made by the Legis-
lative Reference Service of the Library
of Congress in 1958 and 1960, combined
with the congressional legislation record
for the last 5 years, reveal that approxi-
mately 45 laws enacted by the Congress
have implemented recommendations
made by this committee.

Among them are the following laws
which have been enacted as a result of
bills reported by the Committee on Un-
American Activities:

Public Law 81-831, Internal Security
Act of 1950.

Public Law 83-557, amending section
7(d) of the Internal Security Act of 1950.

Public Law 83-637, Communist Con-
trol Act of 1954.

Public Law 87-474, amending section
3, paragraph (7), and section 5, sub-
section (b) of the Internal Security Act
of 1950.

Public Law 88-200, amending the In-
ternal Security Act of 1950 by adding
thereto a new title III, relating to per-
sonnel security procedures in National
Security Agency.

The committee’s investigations and
research have, in some instances, con-
vinced it that certain problems involving
Communist activities could best be met
by executive action, rather than by leg-
islation. In these instances, it has rec-
ommended appropriate action to the
executive. The record reveals that In
more than a dozen such instances, the
committee’s policy recommendations
have been adopted by the executive
branch,

With all due respect for other govern-
mental agencies which have been as-
signed duties in the general area of sub-
version and security and which have
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done excellent jobs in their respective
areas, I can say that the Committee on
Un-American Activities, in compliance
with rule XI, has given the Congress—
and thus the American people—more in-
formation on Communist, Nazi, Fascist,
and other subversive activities than any
other agency of Government. In doing
s0, it has figured decisively in preserving
the security of the United States.

Moreover, the information it has de-
veloped has been of such accuracy and
quality that its publications are used not
only by Congress in performance of ifs
legislative function and by executive
branch agencies in their security opera-
tions, but also by scholars in preparing
courses and writing books on commu-
nism, security, and related matters. In
addition, they have been used as texts
by schools and colleges and have been
purchased by foreign governments as
aids in the training of their foreign serv-
ice and security personnel. In addition
to the more than 8 million copies of the
committee’s hearings and reports which
have been distributed to Congress, ex-
ecutive branch agencies and the Amer-
ican public, hundreds of thousands of its
releases have been purchased from the
Government Printing Office by private
citizens and organizations and by
agencies on all levels of government.

In view of the special investigative
and informing function assigned to the
committee by House rule XI and this
record of accomplishment, I am not the
least bit disturbed by any attack on the
committee which is based on the fact
that relatively few hills are referred to it
each year. The simple fact of the mat-
ter is that the committee’s primary
function is to investigate and make rec-
ommendations which will assist the
House in the performance of its legisla-
tive functions, rather than to merely
consider legislation.

The implication, contained in this
allegation, that all bills referred to the
Committee on Un-American Activities
are not within its jurisdiction, is patently
false. Worse, it is an attack on the
Speaker of the House and on all who
have served as Speakers since the Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities has
been a standing committee with legis-
lative authority.

The Speaker has constitutional au-
thority to refer legislation. The Manual
of the House, as all of us know, points
out that rule XI is mandatory on the
Speaker in referring public bills,

That all recent Speakers have exercised
their authority properly in referring bills
to the Committee on Un-American Ac-
tivities is attested by the fact that, to my
knoweldge, there has never been a case
in which another committee has objected
that a bill was incorrectly referred to
this committee and the House has had to
settle the issue by motion, as provided
in the rules.

The fact that the Manual of the House
grants that a bill “may contain matters
properly within the jurisdiction of sev-
eral committees” emphasizes the care the
Speakers have exercised in referring leg-
islation.

The above allegation could be true only
if one accepts a thesis which neither 